Section 4
Responses to Written Comments
on the Draft EIR
4.1 INTRODUCTION
Written comment letters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are reproduced in this
section, followed immediately by responses. Discrete comments from each letter are denoted in the
margin by a vertical line and numbered. Responses follow each comment letter and are enumerated to
correspond with the comment number. Response 19.1, for example, refers to the response for the first
comment in Comment Letter #19. Many responses in this section refer to master responses, which are
found in Section 3 of this document.

4.2 FREQUENTLY RAISED COMMENTS
In addition to the comments that resulted in master responses, which address comments in a
comprehensive fashion, there are a number of other comments that were not as broad in scope but
nevertheless were frequently raised. These comments concern land use, circulation, noise, and air
quality. To highlight the issues that surfaced on these topics and to indicate which key responses
address these issues, the following index identifies the issue and the corresponding response numbers.

Land Use
Issue

Key Responses

Land use compatibility with adjacent
residential development in West Oakland

24.68, 25.3, 32.3, 45.11, 54.2

Land use incompatibility with nearby
California Waste Solutions recycling center

49.6, 49A.5, 49A.6, 49A.8

Cumulative land use impacts of rezoning

26.12

Consistency with City of Oakland General
Plan

49A.9, 49A.10, 49A.11

Change in General Plan land use designation,
resulting in loss of jobs

11.2, 11.8

Consistency with OARB Area Redevelopment
Plan

11.1, 18.12, 21.1, 21.2, 24.24, 26.12, 31.3

Consistency with West Oakland
Redevelopment Plan

49A.8, 41.5
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Transportation
Issue

Key Responses

Trip generation methodology

13.1, 13.2, 13.3, 19.2, 19.4, 19.5, 23.3

Cumulative traffic impacts

13.5, 13.6, 18.6, 43.2

Access to California Waste Solutions facility

49.5, 49A.12

AC Transit and BART mitigation measures
and improvements

8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.6, 13.3, 13.4, 32.2, 54.8,
54.11, 54.12, 54.17

Shuttle service

8.2, 13.2, 13.7, 54.8, 54.11, 54.12

Parking spaces provided by the Project

8.5, 18.10, 24.4, 54.4

Construction-period parking

54.9

Noise
Issue

Key Responses

Noise impacts of California Waste Solutions
recycling center

49.2, 49.10, 49A.14, 49A.15

Air Quality
Issue

Key Responses

Air quality impacts methodology

50.1, 50.3

Exposure of Project residents to air pollution
and odors from California Waste Solutions
facility

49.4, 49A.7, 49A.16, 49A.18, 49A.19

Effectiveness of construction-related air
quality mitigation measures

24.9, 24.15, 24.16, 24.73

4.3 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
Comment letters and responses begin on the following page.
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Letter 1

1.1

4-3

1.

Richard Grow, Team Leader, West Oakland Pilot Project, U.S. EPA,
Region 9, November 2, 2004

1.1

In response to the commentor’s question, the City confirms that no federal permits or funds
would be required for the Project.
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Letter 2

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

4-5

2.

Richard Grow, Team Leader, West Oakland Pilot Project, U.S. EPA,
Region 9, November 8, 2004

2.1

The commentor expresses concern regarding near-roadway health effects. Please refer to
“Operational Emissions” in Master Response 3 for a discussion of the effects of locating
the Project near I-880.

2.2

The commentor expresses concern regarding toxic air contaminants associated with
construction activities. Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3.

2.3

Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 for a more detailed
discussion on TAC impacts from Project construction. In addition, responses to the
BAAQMD comments and suggestions can be reviewed in the responses to Comment Letter
#9.

2.4

In response to the commentor’s question, the City confirms that no federal permits or funds
would be required for the Project.
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Letter 3

3.1

4-7

4-8

4-9

3.

Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research

3.1

The State Clearinghouse indicates that the Wood Street Project Draft EIR has been
distributed to state agencies and departments for review and that the City has complied
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements. No further response is warranted to
this commentor, although it is noted that direct responses have been prepared to the
responsible agencies and other public agencies that submitted comments.
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Letter 4

4.1

4-11

4.

Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research

4.1

The State Clearinghouse indicates that the Wood Street Project Draft EIR has been
distributed to state agencies and departments for review and that the City has complied
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements. No further response is warranted to
this commentor, although it is noted that direct responses have been prepared to the
responsible agencies and other public agencies that submitted comments.
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Letter 5

5.1

4-13

5.

Robert W. Floerke, Regional Manager, Central Coast Region, Department of
Fish and Game

5.1

The commentor acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR and notes that the Department has
no comments on the Project or its effects. The commentor points out that the Project may
result in changes to fish and wildlife resources and is subject to an environmental filing
fee. The Draft EIR describes the existing biological setting in Section 3.11. An urban
infill site, the Project Area contains no native flora or wildlife species, although it does
have introduced tree species. Consequently, the Project would not likely change fish and
wildlife resources to trigger a filing fee. The Project Sponsors will, nevertheless, consult
with the Department regarding the need for such a fee.
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Letter 6

6.1

6.2

4-15

4-16

6.

Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief, Caltrans

6.1

The commentor advises that the frontage road is not appropriate for a Class II Bike Path.
The Draft EIR, on page 3.4-9, paragraph 2, notes that Class II bike lanes are currently
being constructed on 8th Street, and that the City’s Bicycle Master Plan calls for Class II
bike lanes along Mandela Parkway and 3rd Street; Peralta Street north of Mandela
Parkway; Market Street; West Grand Avenue; and 14th Street. The Project includes no
plans to construct Class II bike lanes on the frontage road.

6.2

The commentor advises that work encroaching onto a State Right of Way requires a
Caltrans encroachment permit. This comment has been forwarded to the Project
Sponsors, and should an encroachment permit be necessary for the Project, the Project
Sponsors will contact Caltrans.
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Letter 7

7.1

4-18

7.1
cont'd

7.2

7.3

4-19

7.

Barbara J. Cook, P.E., Chief, Department of Toxic Substances Control

7.1

The commentor asks for clarification of the remedial action objectives for the Project
Area. The Draft EIR on page 3.8-5, sentence 1 and on page 3.8-13, paragraph 2 states
that remediation goals would allow for unrestricted or restricted land uses in the Project
Area. However, the remediation goals that were approved by the RWQCB allow for
unrestricted land use of any development area where they are applied. According to the
Project Sponsors’ environmental consultants in charge of implementing remediation
activities in the Project Area, the development program requires all of the parcels in the
Project Area to meet the RWQCB-approved remediation goals that would allow for
unrestricted land uses. To reflect this intent, page 3.8-5, first full sentence, is revised as
follows:
The remediation standards are also based on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) – Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) that
would, following confirmed satisfactory remediation, provide for either
unrestricted or restricted land uses in the Project Area.
In addition, page 3.8-13, paragraph 2, sentence 4, is revised as follows:
These remediation goals, once satisfactorily met, would allow either unrestricted or
restricted land uses in the Project Area.
As a result of these text revisions, land use restrictions, institutional controls (i.e., deed
restrictions), or long-term operation and maintenance procedures would not be required for
any development area which met the remediation goals.
To date, a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) has not been submitted to the RWQCB, the State
lead environmental agency overseeing the investigation and remediation of the Project
Area. The RAP details how cleanup goals would be achieved and implemented at the site.
The following potential remedial technologies may be employed individually or in concert
in the Project Area:
•

Institutional controls: Institutional controls include deed restrictions and other
restrictions on the final use of the property.

•

In-situ treatment: Solidification, stabilization, and other in-situ treatments of soil can
reduce the mobility of contaminants in place.

•

Capping: Encapsulating contaminated soil under concrete or asphalt prevents rainwater
from filtering the contaminants out of the soil into the groundwater and also prevents
human, plant, or animal exposure to the soils. This option can be incorporated into
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development plans to allow for contaminated soils to be placed under impervious
surfaces.
•

Excavation: This option involves removal and proper disposal of contaminated soil and
replacement with clean soil.

The RAP would be submitted to RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface
and subsurface soil during site grading, excavation, and construction of building
foundations, utility trenches, and roadwork activities in the Project Area. Successful
completion of remediation activities would be documented in a closure report and
submitted to and approved by RWQCB prior to development in all development areas. The
RAP would also describe measures to protect existing residents and the public during
remedial activities. These measures include a transportation plan, engineering controls,
and perimeter air monitoring. The transportation plan would detail procedures for off-site
disposal of excavated soil, including transportation routes, covering with tarps, emergency
response procedures, and manifesting protocols. Engineering controls such as soil wetting
would be implemented to control airborne particulates. Perimeter air monitoring would be
conducted to confirm the effectiveness of mitigation measures in reducing airborne
particulates downwind of the Project Area.
7.2

Please refer to Response 7.1 regarding the RAP and its schedule for implementation.

7.3

Since the RWQCB is the State lead environmental agency overseeing the investigation and
remediation of the Project Area, text on page 3.8-15, Mitigation Measure HM-2.2,
Compliance with Soil Remediation Standards, is revised as follows:
Since the RWQCB and DTSC have has already approved the soil remediation
standards, the Project Sponsor and its contractors shall be responsible for ensuring
that potentially exposed soils containing concentrations exceeding TTLCs and soils
above the proposed remediation standards shall be removed or treated on site prior
to development.
Please refer to Response 7.1 regarding specific treatment technology or technologies to be
implemented and any potential impacts associated with these technologies.
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Letter 8

8.1

4-22

8.2

4-23

8.2
cont'd

8.3

8.4

4-24

8.4
cont'd

8.5

8.6

8.7

4-25

8.7
cont'd
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8.

Nancy Skowbo, Deputy General Manager, Service Development, AC Transit

8.1

The commentor expresses support for the housing and visual quality elements of the
Project and notes that the site is near public transit lines. Since the comment does not
address the adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA, no further
response is needed in this document. The merits of the Project will be discussed at
upcoming Planning Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.

8.2

The City agrees that the mitigation measure should include reference to AC Transit and
BART. The Project Sponsors prefer to implement a privately run shuttle service between
the Project Area and BART. The City finds this arrangement acceptable and consistent
with several other projects in Oakland. Although the Project Sponsors would not fund the
extension of AC Transit service, they would accommodate AC Transit service on site by
providing transit stops if they elect to utilize public transit operators for the shuttle service.
To make these points explicit, Mitigation Measure TR-10.2, Shuttle Service, on page
3.4-37 is revised as follows:
The Project Sponsors shall provide a shuttle service between the Project Area and
the West Oakland BART Station and incorporate shuttle stops into the final design
plans. In the event Project Sponsors elect not to use a private shuttle service,
Project Sponsors will work with AC Transit and BART to design a public shuttle
service and shall incorporate public transit stops into the final development plans in
consultation with AC Transit. The shuttle or transit stops shall be located within
the Project Area and would be dispersed such that Project residents would be no
more than one-quarter mile from a shuttle or transit stop. Shuttle or transit stops at
the existing AC transit bus stop on Wood Street by Development Area Three, in
front of the 16th Street Plaza (Development Area Nine), and on Wood Street at
20th Street by Development Area Seven should be considered. The shuttle service
would operate at 15-minute peak-hour headways during commute hours. The
shuttle service shall be designed to meet City of Oakland standards, link with
pedestrian access, and be reviewed for approval by the City.

8.3

The commentor supports Mitigation Measure TR-10.1 and proposes language to clarify
implementation of the measure. The City has determined that it is impractical to manage
the provision of transit subsidies and other incentives designed to encourage the use of
public transit through the owners of residential development and such programs are better
managed and implemented by employers in Oakland. Accordingly, the City has adopted a
transportation demand management policy ordinance (Title 10, Chapter 10.68 of the
Municipal Code) applicable to commercial uses and not residential uses. The Project
Sponsors will distribute materials concerning the availability of public transit to initial
Project residents and to participate in a fee program when the City adopts such a program.
As a result, Mitigation Measure TR-10.1, on page 3.4-37 is revised as follows:
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Transportation Demand Management. The Project Sponsors shall distribute
materials concerning the availability of public transit to initial Project residents,
and prior to certificate of occupancy shall pay the fee adopted by the City on
residential units to assist the City in implementing traffic demand management
programs. participate in a transportation demand management program developed
by the City to reduce the dependence on the single occupant vehicle. The program
shall include Project Sponsor fair share participation in providing financial
incentives for use of alternate modes and in the Alameda County CMA’s
Guaranteed Ride Home Program.
8.4

Pedestrian connections to transit are an important element of the pedestrian circulation
concept plan. As noted in the comment, pedestrian connections to existing Line 13 and
Line 19 are generally adequate. Although the commentor considers the pedestrian
connections to the Transbay Line NL on West Grand Avenue to be very poor, pedestrian
linkages would be available between the Project Area and the Grand Avenue bus stops that
serve Line NL at Mandela Parkway. The Project would provide new sidewalks along the
west side of Wood Street connecting to West Grand Avenue. Pedestrian access along West
Grand Avenue between Wood Street and Campbell Street is currently provided by a
sidewalk along the south side of the roadway that connects Wood Street to West Grand
Avenue. This section of sidewalk is not below the overpass, but is located between the
elevated portion of West Grand Avenue and the buildings adjacent to the south side of the
roadway. The sidewalk has adequate ambient lighting for pedestrians to see at night.
The City is currently providing roadway modifications at all the approaches to the
intersection of West Grand Avenue and Mandela Parkway. Bus shelters on West Grand
Avenue just west of the intersection would improve the attractiveness of the Transbay NL
service; however, bus bulbs or widened sidewalks would not appreciably increase transit
ridership.

8.5

Parking demand is subject to many factors, including the type of land use being served, the
time of day, the availability and cost of parking, the type and quality of transit services or
other alternative sources of transportation nearby, and the number of automobiles owned
by residents. Similarly, the number of parking spaces proposed for each of the
development areas is based on a variety of factors, including the density of development
and the type of residential product. Providing more parking than required to accommodate
parking demand estimates or City Code requirements is not considered a significant
physical impact. Development Area Four would have fewer parking spaces than required
to accommodate typical parking demand for stand-alone retail developments; however,
much of the retail activity at the site would be generated by residents of the Project who
would have pedestrian access between the residential parking and the retail establishments.
Any additional parking demand for the retail uses would be served by on-street parking
spaces, which would be available in the vicinity of the retail uses. The Project does not
plan to provide shared parking. Development Area Three proposes 1.7 parking stalls per
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dwelling, and Development Area Four proposes 1.8. These proposed parking ratios reflect
the request of certain Project Sponsors for additional parking in excess of City minimum
requirements to accommodate possible increases in parking demand.
ITE parking demand studies (Parking Generation, 3rd Edition, Institute of Transportation
Engineers, 2004) report parking demand rates for condominium/townhouse developments
(comparable to Development Area Three) ranging from approximately 1.04 to 1.96 parked
vehicles per dwelling unit, with an average rate of 1.46 for the five studies reported. The
number of parking stalls per dwelling is higher than the average ITE rate but is within the
range of the rates for the sites studied. ITE parking demand studies report parking demand
rates for apartments (comparable to Development Area Four) ranging from approximately
0.68 to 1.94 parked vehicles per dwelling unit, with an average rate of 1.20 for the
nineteen studies reported. At this location, the number of parking stalls per dwelling is
higher than the average ITE rate but is within the range of the rates for the sites studied.
8.6

The City agrees that the construction traffic management plan should be developed to
minimize impacts to AC Transit operations, as noted by the commentor. In recognition of
the need to coordinate with AC Transit, the first paragraph of Mitigation Measure TR-1.1
on page 3.4-18 is revised as follows:
Construction Traffic Management Plan. The Project Sponsors shall prepare and
implement a construction phasing plan and traffic management plan that defines
how traffic operations would be managed and maintained during each phase of
construction. The plan shall be developed with the direct participation of the City
of Oakland; AC Transit shall be given the opportunity to review and comment on
the plan. In addition, the property owners of all businesses adjacent to the
construction areas shall be consulted. To the maximum practical extent, the plan
shall:

8.7

The Draft EIR incorrectly states that AC Transit Line 19 does not operate on weekends.
To properly report AC Transit service, as noted by the commentor, the text on page 3.4-7,
paragraph 4, sentence 3 is revised as follows and sentence 4 is deleted:
Weekday Daily service is provided every 30 minutes from 6:00 a.m. to 10:30 p.m.
No weekend service is provided.
The Draft EIR incorrectly states that AC Transit Line NL has a stop near the I-880
frontage road. To properly identify AC Transit bus stops, as noted by the commentor,
page 3.4-7, paragraph 5, sentence 2 is revised as follows:
Route NL (MacArthur Limited) provides weekday service every 15 minutes and
weekend service every 30 minutes from 6:00 a.m. to midnight along West Grand
Avenue, with a stop at Peralta Street and another near the I-880 frontage road
Mandela Parkway.
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Letter 9

9.1

4-30

9.1
cont'd

9.2

4-31

9.

Jack P. Broadbent, Executive Officer/APCO, Bay Area Air Quality
Management District

9.1

Please refer to the land use section of the Draft EIR, page 3.2-6, regarding land use
compatibility issues. As discussed in the air quality section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.6),
although the Project has the potential to generate significant amounts of PM10 (particulate
matter 10 microns or less in diameter) during construction, the Project would not generate
significant amounts of criteria pollutants or odors after completion of construction
activities. Regarding the potential of the existing industrial uses and roadways to affect
new residences created as part of the Project, this concern is not an adverse physical effect
that would result from implementation of the Project. Rather, the presence of air pollutants
and odors around the industrial uses and roadways is an existing condition and one that
affects the surroundings, regardless of whether the Project is approved.
Placement of a new residential land use into an industrial area is a land use policy choice
that must be made by the City Planning Commission and Council.

9.2

The commentor claims that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District encourages lead
agencies to implement all feasible control measures to reduce construction-related air
quality impacts. Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 for a
discussion of measures suggested by the District.
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Letter 10

10.1

10.2

4-33

10.2
cont'd

10.3

10.4

10.5

4-34

10.5
cont'd

4-35

10.

William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning, East Bay
Municipal Water District

10.1

The commentor provides more detailed information regarding the water distribution system
serving the Project Area. Accordingly, paragraph 3 on page 3.13-2 of the Draft EIR, is
revised as follows:
The Project Area is currently served by a 12-inch pipeline along 14th Street and a
6-inch pipeline along 16th Street that extends into the Project Area. EBMUD’s
Central Pressure Zone, with a service elevation range between 0 and 100 feet,
would serve the Project Area. The Project Area is bounded by four-, six-, and
twelve-inch water pipelines; a twelve-inch pipeline in 14th Street; and a six-inch
pipeline in 16th Street that traverses the Project Area.
Modifications to existing streets that require pipeline and fire hydrant relocations or
replacements would be at the Project Sponsor’s expense. Main extensions and/or
off-site pipeline improvements, also at the Project Sponsor’s expense, may be
required depending on EBMUD metering requirements and fire flow requirements
set by the local fire department. When development plans are finalized, the Project
Sponsor should contact EBMUD’s New Business Office and request a water
service estimate to determine costs and conditions of providing water service to the
development. Engineering and installation of new and relocated pipelines and
services often require substantial lead time, which should be recognized in the
Project Sponsor’s development schedule.

10.2

Please refer to Response 7.1 regarding the submittal and approval of the Remedial Action
Plan prior to development in the Project Area. In addition, implementation of Mitigation
Measure HM-2.1, Site Health and Safety Plan, would also apply to East Bay Municipal
Utility District (EBMUD) workers or contractors during installation of EBMUD pipelines
in the Project Area.

10.3

The commentor proposes text to clarify Draft EIR information about stormwater flow.
Accordingly, paragraph 3, sentence 1 on page 3.13-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as
follows:
EBMUD accepts waste streams from a variety of sources, including stormwater.,
which infiltrates to shallow groundwater and leads into sewer drains or enters
sewer drains through cross connections with storm drains during wet weather
events. Stormwater which infiltrates to shallow groundwater and leaks into sewer
drains or enters sewer drains through cross connections with storm drains during
wet weather events causes flow in excess of the capacity of EBMUD’s secondary
treatment process at the wastewater treatment plant.
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10.4

The commentor proposes text to clarify information regarding storage of wet weather
flows. Accordingly, sentence 1 on page 3.13-4 of the Draft EIR is deleted and replaced as
follows:
Wet weather sewer flows, in excess of treatment capacities, are stored and treated
in special reservoir tanks at the Main Wastewater Treatment Plant. There is
limited capacity for wet weather sewer flows, in excess of secondary treatment
capacities, to be stored in a wet weather storage basin at the Main Wastewater
Treatment Plant.
This same information regarding storage of wet weather flows is also discussed under
cumulative impacts. Thus, page 3.13-18, sentence 1 is deleted and replaced as follows:
Wet weather sewer flows, in excess of treatment capacities, are stored and treated
in special reservoir tanks at the Main Wastewater Treatment Plant. There is
limited capacity for wet weather sewer flows, in excess of secondary treatment
capacities, to be stored in a wet weather storage basin at the Main Wastewater
Treatment Plant.

10.5

The commentor requests that the Project Sponsors contact EBMUD’s Office of Water
Recycling to discuss the design of recycled water systems on the property as the Project
design progresses. This request has been forwarded to the Project Sponsors, and they will
consult with EBMUD as the infrastructure plans evolve.
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Letter 11

11.1

11.2

11.3
11.4

11.5

11.6

11.7
11.8

4-38

11.8
cont'd
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11.

Nancy J. Nadel, Oakland City Council District 3

11.1

The traffic impacts on 7th Street and the frontage road are presented under the assessment
of study area intersections. In particular, Table 3.4-5 on page 3.4-20 and Table 3.4-10 on
page 3.4-31 of the Draft EIR show intersection operation impacts for Project and
cumulative conditions, respectively. The intersection of 7th Street and the south end of the
I-880 frontage road is designated as “21) 7th Street /I-880 NB Ramp.” The frontage road is
the north leg of that intersection. This intersection operates at LOS C in the AM peak and
LOS B in the PM peak under existing conditions. In the future, under each of the
development scenarios evaluated, the LOS would not change.

11.2

The Councilmember notes that Impact LU-7 addresses cumulative inconsistencies of
projects with the General Plan or zoning districts, and that changes in land use from
industrial to residential are inconsistent with the General Plan. The Draft EIR on page
2-33 explains that the Project Area is currently designated for Business Mix. For the
Project to proceed, the Project Sponsors will require a General Plan amendment to change
the land use designation to Urban Residential. This change in the land use designation and
character of the area is further reinforced in Impact LU-3 beginning on page 3.2-26, which
states that the Project would not be consistent with the current General Plan land use
classification and this inconsistency is considered a potentially significant impact.
Regarding the Councilmember’s concern about cumulative impacts of industrial to
residential conversion, please refer to Impact LU-7 beginning on page 3.2-32 of the
Draft EIR, which states that the Project would be generally consistent with the land uses
articulated in the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan and the West Oakland Redevelopment
Plan. Furthermore, if the City approves the Project, identified zoning inconsistencies
would be eliminated and the Project, in combination with other residential projects in the
area, would not result in cumulative inconsistencies with the general plan or zoning
districts.
Further, discussion of the Project’s socioeconomics implications are presented in The
Proposed Wood Street Project: Policy and Planning Framework attached as Appendix C to
this Final EIR.

11.3

The Councilmember requests a more thorough examination of mitigations to minimize
construction-related diesel emissions. The EIR preparers are aware of the community’s
concerns regarding truck traffic and construction activities, and their potential to emit
diesel emissions. In recognition of these concerns, a discussion of public health impacts
related to diesel emissions, and particularly those from construction activities, is presented
in “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” and “Construction Emissions” in Master
Response 3.

11.4

The Councilmember asks whether the new public open space in the Project Area would be
maintained by the City. Park maintenance is not a subject matter typically addressed in an
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EIR, since this is a fiscal issue and CEQA addresses changes in public service demand that
ultimately involve physical changes to the environment. The Project Sponsors do propose
the creation of 1.39 acres of publicly accessible open space to meet the demands of Project
residents. The plaza in front of the 16th Street Train Station would remain as private
property but would be maintained for the public’s benefit by the private owner. The pocket
parks within the Project Area would be offered for dedication to the City. Whether or not
the City chooses to accept the parks would determine the issue of park maintenance.
Regardless of what entity in the future owns these pocket parks, the Project Sponsor, in
consultation with the City, would design the parks in a maintenance-friendly fashion.
11.5

The Councilmember suggests that the EIR should look at impacts on affordable housing in
the area or offer mitigation for it. The Councilmember also notes that, while a discussion
of loss in employment is included, mitigation measures such as hiring Oakland residents
are not. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of impacts on affordable
housing, Project impacts on employment, and local hire policies.

11.6

The Councilmember suggests that the Project should be examined as a whole with respect
to requests for City subsidies. The City as the lead agency and principal body responsible
for approving the proposed General Plan amendment and rezoning can view the Project as
a comprehensive integrated development. However, it should be kept in mind that the
Project Sponsors include three different developers, each of whom will be submitting
Preliminary Development Plans for their own parcels on their own schedules.

11.7

The Councilmember suggests a revision to the text to clarify that the Project Sponsor would
need to request use of tax increment funds. In recognition of this point, the Draft EIR, on
page 2-18, paragraph 1, sentence 1, is revised as follows:
BUILD West Oakland intends will request permission from the Redevelopment
Agency to use tax increment funds created by surrounding development to
rehabilitate, seismically stabilize, and renovate the Main Hall. and the 16th Street
Signal Tower. BUILD does not intend to restore the 16th Street Signal Tower using
tax increment funds.
Please see also Master Response 4 which modifies the mitigation measures concerning
requests for and use of tax increment funds from the Redevelopment Agency.

11.8

The Councilmember states that there is no mitigation for loss of potential jobs that might be
better matched to this population. The Project would displace generally underutilized
businesses, estimated to have about 30 employees. The new commercial businesses
permitted by the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations would result in 1,200 jobs
under the Maximum Commercial and Maximum Trips Scenarios and 150 jobs under the
Maximum Residential Scenario. Thus, the Project would result in a net gain of jobs in
West Oakland over existing conditions. The Project would not generate as many jobs as
anticipated under the existing General Plan land use classification of Business Mix or under
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the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan for the Project Area. The number and nature of these
jobs are discussed in Master Response 5. Finally, note that while the Project Sponsors are
requesting tax increment financing, the decision about how much and to what purpose the
funds are allocated resides with the Redevelopment Agency. The Project Sponsors have
requested that the tax increment financing be allocated to Train Station preservation.
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Letter 12

12.1

4-43

12.

William E. Foley, Public Works-Facilities, City of Berkeley

12.1

The commentor suggests that a building in Aquatic Park owned by the City of Berkeley
might be a potential site for a museum commemorating the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters (BSCP). The comment has been forwarded to a Project Sponsor, BUILD West
Oakland. Given the historical relationship between the BSCP and the 16th Street Train
Station, it may be preferable to honor the organization in Oakland. This would not
preclude the City of Berkeley from also commemorating the important role played by this
organization.
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Letter 13

13.1

4-45

13.1
cont'd
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13.4
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13.5
cont'd
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13.

Sravana Suthanthira, Associate Transportation Planner, Alameda County
Congestion Management Agency

13.1

The Draft EIR provides the reference for the trip generation reported in Table 3.4-3,
Project Trip Generation, but does not state that the table was developed based on the trip
generation rates from the reference – Trip Generation, 7th Edition, ITE, 2003. The
procedures used to develop the Project trip generation estimates were based on the
procedures described in the Trip Generation Handbook: An ITE Recommended Practice
(Institute of Transportation Engineers, March 2001). The ITE-recommended practice is to
use the fitted curve equations instead of the average rate for Condominium/Townhouses
(230), Apartments (220), and Non-Retail Commercial (710) land uses.
The fitted curve equations produce rates that vary according to the size of the project.
Generally, smaller projects generate a greater number of trips per unit than larger projects.
Similarly, the fitted curve equations yield a greater number of trips for small projects than
the average rate, and the equations yield fewer trips for large projects than the average
rate. The fitted curve equations are a more reliable predictor of trip generation than the
average trip rate and are recommended as the means of predicting trip generation for land
uses where the ITE data sets contain a substantial number of studies.
The fitted curve equations provide the number of trips per unit (“rates”) identified by the
commentor in compliance with the ITE-recommended practice. Using the fitted curve
equations gives 840 PM peak hour trips as reported in Table 3.4-3 for the Maximum
Residential Scenario.
The differences in the number of trips per unit for the retail land uses in Table 3.4-3 are
also a result of following the ITE-recommended practice of using the fitted curve
equations. The 7,000 square feet of retail development in Development Area Four of the
Maximum Residential Scenario would generate a higher number of trips per thousand
square feet than the larger 40,000 square feet of retail development in the Maximum Trips
Scenario. The 6,000 square feet of retail development in Development Area Six would
generate a higher number of trips per thousand square feet than either of the retail
development options for Development Area Four.

13.2

Figure 3.4-2, Project Trip Distribution, on page 3.4-15 of the Draft EIR, and Table 3.4-4,
Distribution of Project Trips, on page 3.4-16, show approximately 20 percent of Project
trips at the eastern edge of West Oakland (I-980). According to the traffic assignments
from the Alameda Countywide Transportation Model, less than two percent of Project trips
would enter Chinatown. The study intersections were identified as those most likely to be
impacted by the Project. The Project is not expected to cause significant impacts at
intersections in Chinatown, including those along Broadway.
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13.3

The estimate that approximately two percent of Project trips would use AC Transit was
based on values produced by the Alameda Countywide Model. Substantial differences exist
in the level of transit service provided at the Project Area and at the location of the
Broadway and West Grand Mixed-Use Project. The area within a one-quarter mile
walking distance of Broadway and Grand Avenue is served by numerous AC Transit lines.
In contrast, the Project Area is served by two local AC Transit routes and a transbay
service route.

13.4

The City agrees with the commentor that the stops shown on Figure 2-5, page 2-22, may
not be the most conveniently located for Development Areas Seven and Eight. The stops
identified in revised Mitigation Measure TR-10.2 (please refer to Response 8.2) are at
locations that would provide convenient shuttle service for the Project, and could also serve
AC Transit buses. Mitigation Measure TR-10.2 requires the Project Sponsors to fund
these shuttle or transit stops.

13.5

Sentence 2 of Impact TR-10 on page 3.4-35 was worded incorrectly. The subsequent
discussion and Table 3.4-11 on page 3.4-36 correctly describes the cumulative impacts on
I-80 east of the I-80/I-580 interchange and three other freeway segments. To correct this
text error, Impact TR-10 on page 3.4-35 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
TR-10.

The cumulative impact of the Project in combination with other
related projects and background growth would cause some roadway
segments on the MTS to operate at LOS F. However, only the
Maximum Trips Scenario contribution to I-880 northbound under the
AM peak hour has the potential to and increase the V/C ratio by more
than three percent for a segment on segments that would already
operate at LOS F under the future baseline conditions. Therefore, the
cumulative contribution of the Project under the Maximum Trips
Scenario would be significant. (S)

The second paragraph on page 3.4-35 acknowledges that significant cumulative impacts
would occur on I-80 east of the I-80/I-580 split and at other freeway locations shown in the
list of affected freeway segments. Paragraph 3 on the same page addresses the amount of
the Project’s contribution to the cumulative traffic impacts on freeways.
13.6

The City will collaborate with Caltrans to mitigate the cumulative impacts at the West
Grand Avenue/I-880 frontage road intersection. Mitigation Measure TR-9.1 on page
3.4-33 requires the Project Sponsors to fund, on a fair share basis, the mitigation of
cumulative traffic operations impacts at the intersection. On page 3.4-34, paragraph 1, the
Draft EIR acknowledges the City would need to obtain Caltrans approvals to mitigate
cumulative impacts, and those approvals may not be granted. If Caltrans approvals were
not granted, the cumulative impacts at the intersection would be significant and
unavoidable.
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13.7

The City agrees with the commentor that details regarding the operation and maintenance
of the shuttle service should be provided. To provide such details, the following text is
appended to the end of Mitigation Measure TR-10.2 on page 3.4-37 of the Draft EIR as
revised by Response 8.2, above:
The shuttle service shall be implemented within three months following the
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy of the 300th residential dwelling within
the Project Area. At that time, the Project Sponsors, or their successors in
interest, will fund operation and maintenance of the shuttle. Thereafter, and
every two years until such time as the Planning Director determines that the
shuttle service is no longer necessary, the Project Sponsors or their successors
shall report to the Planning Director on the amount of shuttle use by Project
residents and occupants, and the availability of other means to reduce the use of
private vehicles by Project residents and occupants. The Planning Director shall
permit discontinuation of the shuttle service upon finding either that (a) the
shuttle is not being used sufficiently to result in a substantial reduction in private
vehicle use by Project residents and occupants, or (b) another means of reducing
the use of private vehicles by Project residents and occupants would be feasible
and cost the same or less than the shuttle, would create a greater reduction in
private vehicle use than would the shuttle, and would result in a substantial
reduction in private vehicle use by Project residents and occupants. If the
Planning Director determines item (b), above, is the basis for discontinuing the
shuttle service, then the Project Sponsors or their successors shall implement
other means of reducing private automobile use by Project residents and
occupants.
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Letter 14

14.1

14.2

4-51

14.2
cont'd
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14.

Anthony Iton, M.D., J.D., MPH, Alameda County Health Officer

14.1

The commentor requests consideration of the potentially adverse health impacts associated
with not meeting local housing affordability needs. The consequences alleged by the
commentor of substandard housing, residential displacement, and homelessness are
addressed in Master Response 5.

14.2

The commentor states that significant housing-related health concerns in Alameda County
are related to the inadequate supply of affordable housing. Again, please refer to Master
Response 5 for a discussion on this topic.
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Letter 15
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15.8
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15.11

15.12
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15.

Gregory Hodge, Board Member, Oakland Unified School District

15.1

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to consider two aspects of the school system
in West Oakland: declining enrollment and the impending closure of Lowell Middle
School. According to the commentor, these factors will affect the available capacity for
new students and thus there may be a need to renovate an existing school facility or build a
new one. As noted by the commentor, the status of the school district is very much in a
state of flux, with various proposals for school closures. An Oakland Tribune newspaper
article dated December 27, 2004 identifies Lowell Middle School as one of the schools
slated for change. Grades 6 and 7 are proposed to be closed by the end of the school year,
and the entire school is expected to close a year later. The article points out that
enrollment in 2004 was 255 students; whereas, in 1999, enrollment was 679 students.
Closure of this middle school means that students generated by the Project, of which
one-quarter are estimated to be middle school aged, would be assigned to other remaining
middle schools.
CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on a public service, such as schools,
focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered” school facilities. Although the Project is expected to trigger an
increase in the number of students, it is not clear how many would attend local public
schools. The analysis in the Draft EIR conservatively assumes that all Project students
attend public schools. Moreover, as noted in the Draft EIR on page 3.14-10, the public
schools that would be expected to accommodate Project Area students have capacity based
on today’s enrollment. The proposal to close Lowell Middle School, that would serve
Project Area residents were it to remain open, is a reflection of declining enrollment and
poor performance on standardized tests. The Project is not triggering a change in the
schools; decisions by the state appointed school director is causing new assignments and
travel patterns, as parents must drop off and pick up their students at their new schools.
Students generated by the Project could trigger future decisions to possibly retain or
reopen Lowell Middle School. Even with Lowell Middle School closing, there is
sufficient capacity elsewhere such that new or altered schools would not be required.
Importantly, even if the student capacity in the school district changed, for example, in
response to current and pending proposals to alter the facilities, the Project would not
result in a significant CEQA impact on schools because the Project would not require the
provision of a new or altered school. In addition, Senate Bill 50, enacted in February
1999, precludes the denial of a land use approval based on public school capacity. SB 50
also limits the amount of developer fees that a city or county can collect from a project
sponsor to mitigate the impact of the project on schools. Therefore, although development
of the Project would result in additional students and increased demand on the school
system, payment of the fees required by SB 50 is deemed the exclusive means of
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mitigating environmental effects related to the adequacy of school facilities. In addition,
please refer to Response 24.53.
15.2

The commentor states that the authors of the Draft EIR failed to meet with school board
members or senior personnel to obtain information about West Oakland schools. While,
this is true, the EIR preparers spoke with Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) staff
members who are considered knowledgeable regarding school capacity and enrollment
issues. The following personnel at the OUSD were contacted via telephone calls and
electronic mail to obtain school enrollment and capacity information relevant to the
analysis:
•

Tadashi Nakadegawa, Senior Facilities Architect, and Dr. O’Mar, Research and
Evaluation. Contacted to provide enrollment and capacity data for the entire school
district.

•

Heather Stanes of the Safe Passages Program at Lowell Middle School, and Anthony
McNeal, Attendance Clerk at McClymonds High School. Contacted to provide
current enrollment figures.

The EIR preparers attempted to contact two individuals suggested by the commentor for
additional information. Hae-Sin Kim provided valuable insight and that information is
summarized in Response 15.3, below, regarding school enrollment trends. Tim White,
Assistant Superintendent for Facilities, was not accessible by phone or voice mail.
15.3

The commentor cites children of current residents as well as children of new residents as
sources of West Oakland enrollment growth. As noted in Response 15.1 regarding
impacts to schools, CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on a public
service, such as schools, focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered” school facilities. The Project would
increase demand at three West Oakland schools − Prescott Elementary School, Lowell
Middle School, and McClymonds High School. Each of these schools has available
capacity based on information collected for the EIR, although Lowell Middle School is
proposed to be closed and its students assigned to other nearby middle schools. The
commentor suggests that cumulative development in West Oakland may reverse recent
enrollment declines.
At the suggestion of the commentor, the EIR preparers contacted Hae-Sin Kim of the New
School Development Group of the OUSD. According to Hae-Sin Kim, the District has
lost over 9,000 students over the last 5 years, including the charter schools. While the
OUSD continues to lose an increasing percentage of students to charters, several parochial
schools have closed over the past few years and private schools enrollment is also down.
The OUSD projects continued declining enrollment because the enrollment declines over
the past 5 years have primarily been in the elementary grades. The low enrollment from
the elementary schools over the past 5 years is now manifesting itself in low enrollments
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in the middle schools. The entering kindergarten classes remain on the small side,
although kindergarten enrollment overall appears to be stabilizing.
Most of the student enrollment decline has been African American students with a slight
decline in Latino students. North and West Oakland and deep east Oakland have seen the
greatest student losses. This phenomenon is not necessarily the result of fewer students in
those neighborhoods. Population data from the census, for example, indicate that
household size in West Oakland is greater than the citywide average. It is possible that the
declines are occurring throughout Oakland, and with so much capacity in the schools,
families are going outside their neighborhoods for better school options.
As noted by the commentor, there are trends that demonstrate an urban living environment
is becoming more attractive and past middle and upper middle class flight from urban
communities has reversed.
According to Hae-Sin Kim, many cities are seeing
gentrification with lofts and townhouses and condos being built for these new urban
dwellers, and enrollment, hopefully, will stabilize, as it has begun to with the entering
kindergarten classes. The EIR authors believe the Project would contribute to this trend
by creating new housing in an area that has traditionally been industrial uses. By
promoting a mixed use development, the Project Sponsors are creating the type of
environment that the school district believes can arrest the enrollment declines of the past
few years.
For a discussion of the cumulative impacts of the Project on schools due to increases in the
residential population of the City of Oakland, please refer to page 3.14-14 of the Draft
EIR. For an analysis of cumulative growth for the City of Oakland, please refer to
Appendix C of the Draft EIR. As noted by the commentor, development in the City of
Oakland would result in an increased population which could trigger the need for new or
physically altered school facilities. OUSD employs measures to reduce overcrowding, but
the available sources of funding may not be able to pay for these measures, which include
new school construction. As a result, the increased population due to development would
result in a significant cumulative impact, a conclusion consistent with that of the OARB
Area Redevelopment Plan EIR. However, the Project’s contribution to this increase would
not be cumulatively considerable, because the additional students generated by the Project
could be absorbed by schools serving the Project Area and payment of fees under SB 50 is
the mitigation measure prescribed by statute to address school impacts.
15.4

The commentor cites the planned conversion of McClymonds High School into two
smaller schools and notes that enrollment growth would impact local child care facilities.
While the first statement may be accurate, it is not clear how decisions to alter the schools
would necessarily affect the analysis in the Draft EIR. The setting discussion on page
3.14-4 indicates that McClymonds High School is at approximately 62 percent of capacity.
The commentor does not provide information on the future capacity of the smaller
schools, so no estimate can be made of the Project’s impact on the “reconfigured”
McClymonds High School. The second comment may also be true; however, no
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information is offered to help define or estimate the impact on child care facilities. The
commentor should note that limited child care facilities are permitted uses in each of the
development areas, according to the Wood Street Zoning Regulations (see Table 4.20-1 in
Appendix H of the Draft EIR).
15.5

The commentor states that while OUSD is currently experiencing declining enrollment, the
decline is likely to reverse in the future. The commentor believes that the Draft EIR
should take this potential reversal into account. In reaching conclusions about the
Project’s impacts on West Oakland schools, the Draft EIR looks at the capacity of the
three schools expected to serve the Project Area − Prescott Elementary School, Lowell
Middle School, and McClymonds High School − and concludes that each of these three
schools has capacity now to hold the additional students that would be generated by the
Project. Even with Lowell Middle School proposed for closure, there is capacity in other
schools elsewhere. Consequently, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse
physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered school facilities.

15.6

Please refer to Responses 15.1 and 15.3 regarding school enrollment capacity.

15.7

The City concurs with the commentor over the need for long-range planning for school
capacity and welcomes such a dialogue. The proposed Wood Street Project is a private
development application and efforts to provide capacity for future OUSD needs must have
a nexus and a proportionate relationship to the demand imposed by the Project.

15.8

Please refer to the discussion on significance thresholds for safety under “Safety Impacts”
in Master Response 2, regarding the adequacy of safety features around Raimondi Park to
accommodate increased traffic volumes.

15.9

The Draft EIR on page 3.4-9 explains that bike facilities in the Project Area are limited.
On page 3.4-24, the Project analysis reports that no Project design feature would
substantially increase the hazard to bicyclists.

15.10

The commentor states that health risks to children associated with air pollution generated
by construction and new traffic need to be thoroughly considered. Please refer to “PM10
and Asthma” in Master Response 3 for a discussion of the relationships between
construction, traffics, and asthma.

15.11

The commentor suggests that impact fees for improved park safety should be reassessed.
CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on a public service, such as parks,
focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered” park facilities. The Project would increase demand at Raimondi Park
and other recreational facilities in the vicinity of the Project Area. However, the Project
would not result in a level of demand that would trigger physical alterations. Additional
staff resources to provide increased surveillance at local parks is a personnel/staffing
matter and is not addressed in an EIR. Park improvements such as additional security
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lighting or trimming shrubs so that trails and facilities are more easily visible would have
minimal physical impacts on the park setting.
The commentor also suggests that mitigation measures to reduce construction and traffic
pollution should be reassessed. Construction impacts identified in the Draft EIR include
traffic, noise, and air quality. These impacts are considered potentially significant and
appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed in the Draft EIR. Specifically,
Mitigation Measure TR-1.1 (page 3.4-18) calls for the preparation of a Construction
Traffic Management Plan to define how traffic would be managed during each phase of
construction. Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 (page 3.5-16) recommends best management
practices to curb construction noise. Mitigation Measure AQ-1.1 (page 3.6-13) specifies
construction dust control measures and requires that these measures be incorporated into
construction comments.
Potentially significant traffic impacts identified in the Draft EIR include construction
traffic as noted above; potential hazards to bicycles, pedestrians, and motor vehicles;
overly busy intersections; and congested roadway segments. Mitigation Measure TR-4
(page 3.4-22) calls for the incorporation of turn-arounds in the Project Area so that
vehicles can proceed safely in a front-end-first manner as they enter and exit certain
portions of the Project Area. Mitigation Measure TR-9 (page 3.4-30) requires the Project
Sponsors to fund a variety of improvements on a fair-share basis designed to minimize
impacts at several area intersections. Finally, Mitigation Measure TR-10 (page 3.4-35)
mandates that the Project Sponsors participate in a transportation demand management
program to reduce dependence on the single-occupant vehicle.
Because the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR directly address the identified significant
impacts, they are sufficient under CEQA and do not need to be reassessed.
15.12

The commentor states that further study of school impacts is needed and that this
additional study should include both conversations with school administrators and School
Board Members and a determination whether the normal school impact fee would be
sufficient. Please refer to Response 15.2 for a discussion of the information gathering
process used to determine the extent of the Project’s impact on local schools.
School impact fees are mandated and set by the State Legislature pursuant to SB 50 (see
Response 15.1). Payment of the fees required by SB 50 is deemed the exclusive means of
mitigating environmental effects related to the adequacy of school facilities.
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16.

Jackie Howell, Fundraising Chair, A. Philip Randolph Institute, Alameda
County Chapter

16.1

The commentor requests the train station be made into a museum. Please refer to
“16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4, which proposes new measures to
preserve the station and explains that a new non-profit organization will be created to
manage and operate the facilities.

16.2

The commentor feels the Elevated Tracks and the Baggage Wings are important parts of
the train station and does not support their demolition. For an explanation of why all of
the 16th Street Train Station facilities would not be preserved, please refer to “Project
Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4. Impact CR-2 in the
Draft EIR describes the demolition of these components of the train station facilities as
significant. Because there is no feasible measure to preserve these components under the
Project, the EIR reports this loss would be significant and unavoidable. To avoid this
loss, the EIR does propose and consider a Preservation Alternative (see pages 5-4 through
5-6, for a description of the alternative).

16.3

The commentor states that the development threatens to cause African American
displacement and long-term impoverishment. In response to this issue of market force
displacement, please refer to Master Response 5.

16.4

The commentor requests further study of the historic value of the Pacific Cannery and
Bea’s Hotel. Please refer to “Pacific Coast Canning Company” and “Bea’s Hotel” in
Master Response 4 for further discussions on these topics.

16.5

The commentor requests that the Project incorporate affordable housing and living wage
jobs and a project labor agreement. The request for affordable housing and local hire
provisions is an economic and social policy choice and does not effect the physical
environment which is the subject of CEQA. However, Master Response 5 includes a
discussion on affordable housing and the effectiveness of Local Hire Policies at mitigating
Project impacts.

16.6

The commentor requests an additional Draft EIR be prepared prior to completion of the
Final EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s
implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any
new substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the
report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is
added. Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the
responses and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to
clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be
recirculated.
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17.

Judy Goff, Executive Secretary-Treasurer; Barry Luboviski, Executive
Secretary-Treasurer, Central Labor Council of Alameda County, AFL-CIO

17.1

The commentor requests the City ensure a project labor agreement with commitments to
local hiring. Please refer to Master Response 5 for an explanation why such an agreement
is not an EIR issue.

17.2

The commentor asks that the Draft EIR analyze displacement and jobs/housing balance
impacts. Please refer to Master Response 5 for the Project’s implications on these topics.

17.3

The commentor requests the Project not be approved until project labor, affordable
housing, and local hiring commitments are made by the developers. The request for
affordable housing and local hire provisions is an economic and social policy choice and
does not effect the physical environment which is the subject of CEQA. Please see Master
Response 5 for a discussion on affordable housing inclusion and local hire policies.

17.4

The commentor requests an additional Draft EIR be prepared prior to completion of the
Final EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s
implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any
new substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the
report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is
added. Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the
responses and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to
clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be
recirculated.
Part of the commentor’s rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be re-examined in the context of a socioeconomics report on the Project by the City.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant
impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result
from implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
The socioeconomics report contains important information regarding the merits of the
Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not
affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community
interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
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18.1
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18.1
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18.7
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18.12
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18.14
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18.

Monsa Nitoto, Executive Director, Coalition for West Oakland Revitalization

18.1

The commentor requests that the train station be developed as a community-owned,
community-controlled museum. Please see the “16th Street Train Station” in Master
Response 4 for a discussion of the historical significance of the 16th Street Train Station.
Also note the new mitigation measures presented in Master Response 4, which propose
additional actions that will help meaningfully commemorate the historical significance of
the area.

18.2

The commentor expresses concern regarding lack of affordable housing and gentrification.
Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion on this topic.

18.3

The EIR preparers appreciate the many cultural and community associations between
Raimondi Park and the history of West Oakland. However, the park’s association with
events alone does not necessarily make the park a significant cultural resource as defined
in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5. The City has a well defined process for
determining the historic significance of a property or district. The process involves rating
properties on 14 different criteria. These criteria cover the property’s architecture,
history/association, context, and integrity. In terms of history/association, the property
must be associated with the life or activities of a person, group, organization, or institution
or with an event that has made a significant contribution to the community, state, or
nation. The events identified by the commentor suggest that Raimondi Park is an excellent
venue for community gatherings for concerts and thus it serves an important cultural role;
however, this function is not the same as a cultural/historical role that CEQA considers.
Furthermore, the Project would not alter Raimondi Park, so that, even if the park were
found to be historic by the City, the Project would have no effect on historic features or
character.

18.4

The commentor recommends that the Project mitigate construction impacts by building a
recreation center. Construction impacts identified in the Draft EIR include traffic, noise,
and air quality. These impacts are considered potentially significant and appropriate
mitigation measures have been proposed for consideration by the Planning Commission
and City Council. Specifically, Mitigation Measure TR-1.1 calls for the preparation of a
Construction Traffic Management Plan to define how traffic would be managed during
each phase of construction. Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 recommends best management
practices to curb construction noise. Both of these measures explicitly call for a single
point of contact for area residents to call if they have complaints about construction
activities. Mitigation Measure AQ-1.1 specifies construction dust control measures and
requires that these measures be incorporated into construction comments. These three
mitigation measures would reduce construction-period impacts to less than significant and
would be more effective than placing a recreation center at Raimondi Park.
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18.5

The commentor states that West Oakland currently receives inadequate police and fire
services. The commentor states that emergencies within the Project would receive
priority, thus further lowering service standards in the neighborhood, leading to
resentment, crime, and violence. The staffing levels and the deployment of City police
and firefighting staff to different areas of Oakland are important neighborhood concerns.
However, CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on a public service, such as
police and fire, focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered” facilities and not on the City’s priorities regarding
staffing. Please refer to page 3.14-9 of the Draft EIR which states that while increases in
residential population as a result of the Project would increase demand for police services,
implementation of the Project would not require new or altered police facilities in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios. Please also refer to page 3.14-8 of the Draft EIR
which states that while increases in employees and residents as well as increased building
density in the Project Area would increase demand for fire and first responder emergency
medical services, these increases would not trigger the need for new or expanded
facilities.

18.6

The commentor indicates that the Project would cause major traffic problems. Significant
transportation impacts of the Project have been disclosed in the Draft EIR. Impact TR-1
on page 3.4-17 identifies construction traffic as a potentially significant impact. West
Grand Avenue is a designated truck route that currently operates at level of service C or
better (Table 3.4-2, page 3.4-8), and is expected to operate acceptably with construction
traffic.
The cumulative impacts of the Project in combination with other related projects
(including redevelopment of the Oakland Army Base) and background growth have been
disclosed in the Draft EIR. Significant cumulative roadway congestion impacts were
reported with regard to intersections (Impact TR-9, pages 3.4-30 through 3.4-34) and
freeways (Impact TR-10, pages 3.4-35 through 3.4-37). Also see Master Response 3,
“Project-Related Trips in West Oakland.”

18.7

The commentor expresses concern regarding poor air quality and asthma risk in West
Oakland. Please refer to “PM10 and Asthma” in Master Response 3 for an explanation of
the relationship between construction activities, traffic, and asthma.

18.8

In responses to the commentor’s concern regarding construction in contaminated soils, soil
contaminated with identified hazardous materials, including lead, would be removed prior
to any disturbance of surface and subsurface soil during site grading, excavation, and
construction of building foundations, utility trenches, and roadwork activities. In addition,
implementation of Mitigation Measure HM-2.1, Health and Safety Plan, would establish
policies and procedures to protect workers and the public from potential hazards posed by
the disturbance of residual soil contamination in the Project Area. These policies and
procedures include material handling procedures, dust suppression measures, personal
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protection clothing and devices, access control to the site, and monitoring equipment used
during construction to verify the health and safety of workers and the public.
18.9

The commentor requests that the Draft EIR examine impacts in the context of the current
asthma crisis. Please refer to “PM10 and Asthma” in Master Response 3 regarding air
quality and asthma, and possible additional measures to further reduce construction-related
air quality impacts.

18.10

Providing a surplus of parking spaces is not considered a significant impact under CEQA
unless the surplus would cause significant secondary impacts. No significant secondary
impact would be created by providing more than the City of Oakland Municipal Code
requirement of one parking space per residential unit. There are no restrictions in the
Municipal Code on the maximum number of parking spaces that may be provided.

18.11

In response to the commentor’s statement that the release of pulverized lead be prevented,
please refer to Response 18.8 regarding safety measures during construction. All nine
development areas have been sufficiently assessed and cleanup standards have been
accepted by Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the State lead
environmental agency overseeing the investigation and remediation of the Project Area. A
Remedial Action Plan that details how cleanup goals would be achieved would be
submitted to RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface and subsurface soil
during site grading, excavation, and construction of building foundations, utility trenches,
and roadwork activities. Implementation of an approved Remedial Action Plan along with
Mitigation Measure HM-2.1, Site Health and Safety Plan, would reduce the potential
exposure of pulverized lead into the air to a less-than-significant level.

18.12

The commentor refers to the Redevelopment Agency’s 15 percent inclusionary housing
requirement and the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Area Plan’s local hiring policy
goals. The commentor requests that the Draft EIR consider the impact of inconsistencies
with these requirements and policies. The Project Area is located beyond the boundaries
of the Reuse Plan Area, for which local hiring goals apply. Please refer to “Project
Consistency with Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1 for additional discussion of the
applicability of the Redevelopment Agency’s policies to the Project, as well as to
Appendix A of this document. Also see the discussion on affordable housing inclusion
and of local hiring policies in Master Response 5.

18.13

The commentor states that the Project Sponsors need to pay for the construction of a new
fire station in the neighborhood. There is an existing fire station approximately 0.3 mile
from the Project Area and conversations with the Battalion Chief indicate that the Project
would not require alteration of existing Station Three or construction of a new facility (see
Impact PS-1 on page 3.4-18 of the Draft EIR).

18.14

The commentor advises that the Final EIR not be approved until the City completes its
separate social and economic impact report. As explained in Master Response 5, issues
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regarding the affordability of the proposed housing, the types of jobs to be created by the
Project, and the potential for indirect displacement due to rising property values and
housing costs in the Project Area vicinity are important and should be acknowledged, but
would not be considered significant impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on
physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as
explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The socioeconomics report contains important
information regarding the merits of the Project and the socioeconomic implications of the
Project, but this information should not affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA
process. However, given the community interest in this study, it has been included as
Appendix C to this Final EIR.
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19.

Howard Greenwich, Research Director, East Bay Alliance for a Sustainable
Economy

19.1

The commentor asserts that the Project could have an indirect displacement effect on West
Oakland’s largely low-income population, as the commentor contends occurred in
Emeryville with new commercial and residential development. Please refer to Master
Response 5 for a discussion of market force displacement.

19.2

The traffic analysis provides a reasonable estimate of the number of trips that would be
generated by the likely residents of the Project. The Project consists of a variety of
residential products including apartments, live/work units, and condominiums/townhouses.
The Project’s traffic impacts were assessed based on trip generation procedures for similar
residential products using standard methods recommended by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers. A special study of trip generation for live/work units in
Oakland and Emeryville was conducted to provide a reasonable estimate of the amount of
traffic expected for that component of the Project.

19.3

The commentor states that potential for displacement is real and requests the City study the
ripple effect of the Project on West Oakland housing and traffic and include affordable
housing and displacement mitigation measures. Please refer to Master Response 5 for an
explanation why inclusionary housing and other suggested measures are not appropriate
mitigations for housing and traffic impacts.

19.4

It is expected that most job creation by the Project would be filled by employees within the
existing and future labor market in Oakland and/or Alameda County. Please refer to
Master Response 5 for discussion on local hire policies.

19.5

As stated in the Draft EIR on page 4-5, paragraph 4, “....the demand for construction
employment is expected to be met within the existing and future labor market in Oakland
and/or Alameda County.
Neither a substantial quantity of specialized labor nor
construction workers from outside the City or the County would be expected to commute
long distances.” Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding the request for local hire.

19.6

A local hire program is expected to have a minimal effect on traffic congestion. Please
refer to Responses 19.4 and 19.5, above. Please also refer to a discussion of local hire
policies in Master Response 5.

19.7

The commentor requests that a social and economic impact analysis be conducted during
the same time line as the Draft EIR. As explained in the Master Response 5, issues
regarding the affordability of the proposed housing, the types of jobs to be created by the
Project, and the potential for indirect displacement due to rising property values and
housing costs in the Project Area vicinity are important and should be acknowledged, but
would not be considered significant impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical
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environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The socioeconomics report identified by the commentor
contains important information regarding the merits of the Project and the socioeconomic
implications of the Project, but this information should not affect the EIR nor result in a
delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community interest in this study, it has
been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
19.8

The commentor requests that issues of affordable housing, local hiring, and social and
economic impacts be addressed and that affordable housing and local hire provision be
included as mitigation measures. Please refer to the preceding responses to comments 19.1
through 19.7 which address these issues.
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Letter 20

20.1

4-85

20.

Margaretta Lin, Director of Community Economic Development, East Bay
Community Law Center, October 19, 2004

20.1

The commentor requests clarification on Table C-5 in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.
References to affordable housing in Table C-5 in Appendix C of the Wood Street Project
Draft EIR come from information in the Housing Element (adopted June 2004) of the City
of Oakland General Plan. Tables C-1 through C-10 in Appendix C of the Housing
Element in the Draft EIR identify housing projects recently developed, under construction,
approved, and proposed for development in Oakland.
In those tables, housing
affordability is identified for City-assisted units in terms of very low-, low-, or moderateincome households. There also is information on rental versus ownership housing in
many cases. The Housing Element tables identify projects in West Oakland with a “WO”
in the column headed “District.” Maps of the planning districts, affordable housing
developments, and housing opportunity sites also are included in Appendix C of the
Housing Element in the Draft EIR.
Table C-5 in Appendix C of the Wood Street Project Draft EIR identifies housing projects
where assumptions were updated for the Draft EIR analysis (see column at the far left and
note /a/). However, the assumptions that were updated include the number of units and
number of households anticipated and/or the status of development. All references to
housing affordability are from the City of Oakland Housing Element, per the tables
identified in the paragraph above.
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Letter 21

21.1

21.2

21.3
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21.

Margaretta Lin, Director of Community Economic Development, East Bay
Community Law Center, October 21, 2004

21.1

The commentor points out that the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Plan requires
15 percent affordable housing. Please refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable
Plans” in Master Response 1 for a discussion of the applicability of the inclusionary
housing production requirements of the California Redevelopment Law. Also see Master
Response 5 for a related discussion on affordable housing within the Redevelopment Plan
area.

21.2

The commentor indicates there are local hiring goals and objectives in the Oakland Army
Base Final Reuse Plan. The Project Area is located beyond the boundaries of the Reuse
Plan Area, for which local hiring goals apply. Please refer to “Project Consistency with
Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1 for additional discussion of the applicability of the
Redevelopment Agency’s policies to the Project. Also see Master Response 5 for
discussion on local hiring policies.

21.3

The commentor states that given the impacts of jobs/housing balance on the physical
environment, this issue is subject to CEQA review. For a discussion of the Project’s effect
on jobs/housing balance and potential physical environment effects, please refer to Master
Response 5.
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22.

Linda Maranzana, Laura Lane, Marc Janowitz, Jaimee Arnone Modica, and
Leo Stegman, East Bay Community Law Center

22.1

The commentor expresses concern regarding affordable housing and gentrification issues.
Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in
Master Response 1 regarding changes to the Project and to Master Response 5 regarding
property values in the Project Area.

22.2

The commentor claims that displacement has an adverse impact on transportation as well as
parks, facilities, and neighborhoods. For a discussion of market force displacement, please
refer to Master Response 5.

22.3

The commentor requests that affordable housing be incorporated into the Project. The
request for affordable housing to preserve the character and identity of the West Oakland
Community is an economic and social policy choice, rather than a CEQA issue, which
concerns effects on the physical environment. However, please refer to “Consideration of
Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1 for a discussion on
this topic.
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23.3
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23.

Jeremy Madsen, Field Director, Greenbelt Alliance

23.1

The commentor expresses concern over the lack of affordable housing under the Project.
The request for affordable housing for lower income, working class residents is an
economic and social policy choice, rather than a CEQA issue. However, please refer to
Master Response 1 and Master Response 5 for discussion on affordable housing inclusion
in the Project.

23.2

The commentor expresses concern regarding affordable housing and gentrification issues.
Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding property values in the Project Area.

23.3

The effect of providing affordable housing on the transportation impacts of the Project is
not expected to significantly change the project findings. Please refer to Master Response
5 for a discussion on the effectiveness of affordable housing to mitigate traffic impacts.
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24.

Just Cause Oakland, Coalition for West Oakland Revitalization, East Bay
Community Law Center, and Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati

24.1

The commentor asserts that many of the assumptions in the Draft EIR are flawed and that
a revised draft is required. The decision about whether the document is adequate and
provides an accurate reporting of the Project’s impacts lies with the City Planning
Commission and City Council. The responses provided in this document serve to support
and expand upon the analyses in the Draft EIR and do not contain substantive new
information that would warrant the preparation and circulation of a revised Draft EIR.

24.2

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently address the future use of
Development Area Five. The Project is a range of development permitted by the proposed
Wood Street Zoning District, which would impose a set of uses, development regulations,
and guidelines to the 29-acre area. Within the Project Area, there are nine development
areas that would each be developed by individual Project Sponsors on their own timelines.
Specific plans do not exist for any of the development areas, although the proposed Wood
Street Zoning District, contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, specifies certain uses
and development regulations. Among these regulations is the proposed restoration and
rehabilitation of the 16th Street Train Station. More detailed plans will be provided to the
City as Preliminary Development Plans as they are prepared by each Project Sponsor.
Please refer to “Purpose and Function of Development Scenarios for the Project” and
“Comparison of Wood Street Zoning District with Conventional Zoning Districts” in
Master Response 1, and to “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in
Master Response 4 for an explanation of why a more detailed development plan is not
needed at this time for this EIR to be certified.

24.3

The commentor posits that the Maximum Commercial Scenario does not reflect a
reasonable assumption for the commercial uses in Development Area Two. The purpose
for creating the Maximum Commercial Scenario was to acknowledge the flexibility built
in to the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations and that ultimate development of the
Project Area could range in the amount of residential and commercial development.
Please refer to “Purpose and Function of Development Scenarios for the Project” in
Master Response 1. Determination that commercial space would develop as storage space
was based on discussions with the Project Sponsor for Development Area Two, just as
retail, office, or other commercial uses were assumed for the other development areas
where non-residential use was an option.
Similarly, the residential uses were
disaggregated among live/work, condominium/townhouses, and townhouses, based on
information from the Project Sponsors. Were the commercial space in Development Area
Two proposed for a different type of commercial use, such as office/research and
development, then that use would have been factored into the employment and traffic
calculations and the results would differ, as noted by the commentor. However, the EIR
reflects the best available information and covers the broad spectrum of potential
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development programs through its assessment of Maximum Commercial, Maximum
Residential, and Maximum Trip Scenarios.
24.4

As stated on page 3.4-12 in paragraph 2, a parking deficit is not considered a significant
impact under CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects. As stated on the
same page in paragraph 4, any secondary environmental impacts that might result from a
temporary shortfall of parking in the vicinity of the Project are considered less than
significant. Although not required for the Draft EIR, a study was performed to determine
if the Project’s parking demand would be met by the Project’s proposed parking supply or
by the existing parking supply within a reasonable walking distance of the Project Area.
This threshold, described on page 3.4-13, paragraph 1, was established by the City of
Oakland.
The adequacy of on-site parking was addressed for the range of likely development
scenarios on pages 3.4-40 through 3.4-45. In addition to an assessment of on-site parking
supply and demand, the supply of on-street parking was also studied. The Draft EIR
states on page 3.4-43, paragraph 5, that “all of the parking demand for each land use area
where the demand would not be accommodated on site could be accommodated within a
two-block walking distance,” except for Development Area Five. Table 3.4-12 on page
3.4-42 of the Draft EIR identifies those development areas that would not have sufficient
on-site parking supply to meet the peak demand. The shortfalls would occur on
Development Area Four (96 spaces), Development Area Five (91 spaces), Development
Area Six (14 spaces), and Development Area 8 (137 spaces). According to Figure 3.4-3
on page 3.4-44, there are a number of nearby streets within two blocks of these
development areas with available, unoccupied spaces. Within the blocks bound by 12th,
15th Wood, and Willow Streets that could serve Development Area Four, there were 113
unoccupied spaces. Along Wood Street between 15th and 16th Streets and along 16th Street
between Wood Street and Willow Street that could serve Development Area Six, there
were 30 unoccupied spaces. Along Wood Street between 18th Street and West Grand
Avenue and along 18th and 20th Streets by Raimondi Park that could serve Development
Area Eight, there were 156 unoccupied spaces. Because there are not enough on-street
spaces within two blocks to offset the projected peak parking demand for 91 spaces at
Development Area Five, on page 3.4-45, paragraph 2, sentence 2, there is a requirement
that the Project Sponsor provide the necessary parking for Development Area Five on site.
No assessment of the parking effects of Maximum Commercial Scenario was presented in
the Draft EIR because the parking effects would be less than or equal to the Maximum
Trips Scenario for all the development areas.

24.5

The commentor asks for any detailed/advanced development plans or drawings that have
become available since the Draft EIR was published. The EIR creates three scenarios to
study the full range of potential impacts from development in each development are. The
three potential development programs arising from the Project – the Maximum
Residential, Maximum Commercial, and Maximum Trips Scenario – are presented in
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Table 3.1-1 on page 3.1-3 of the Draft EIR. The Illustrative Concept Plan for the Project
is found on page 2-9 of the Draft EIR, and the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations
are provided in Appendix H of the Draft EIR. This EIR provides a project-level analysis
and is intended to support all approvals required to build and operate the Project. If the
Project were to be approved, and then a Project Sponsor were to propose a land use or
building form not within the ranges evaluated in this EIR, the City would be required to
determine where further environmental review would be required.
24.6

The commentor requests an additional Draft EIR be prepared prior to completion of the
Final EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s
implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any
new substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the
report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is
added. Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the
responses and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to
clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be
recirculated.

24.7

Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 for discussion of the PM10
impacts from Project construction, as well as TAC and asthma impacts on sensitive
receptors. In addition, please refer to Response 24.9 for discussion on the methodology
for determining construction-related air quality impacts.

24.8

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines is the
accepted guidance document for evaluating air quality impacts in the Bay Area. These
Guidelines were used to prepare Section 3.6, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR and to
determine significance. Following the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines should provide a
thorough and accurate evaluation of the air quality impacts of a project. Specifically,
Impact AQ-2 and AQ-3 assess whether the project would contribute substantially to an
existing or projected violation. These assessments of regional and localized air quality
demonstrate that the Project would have a less-than-significant impact.

24.9

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines is the accepted guidance document for evaluating air
quality impacts in the Bay Area. Page 14 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines states:
The District has identified a set of feasible PM10 control measures for construction
activities. These control measures are listed in Table 2 on page 15 of the
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. As noted in the table, some measures (“Basic
Measures”) should be implemented at all construction sites regardless of size.
Additional measures (“Enhanced Measures”) should be implemented at larger
construction sites (greater than 4 acres) where PM10 emissions generally will be
higher. Table 2 also lists other PM10 controls (“Optional Measures”) that may be
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implemented if further emission reductions are deemed necessary by the Lead
Agency.
The Guidelines go on to say,
The determination of significance with respect to construction emissions should be
based on a consideration of the control measures to be implemented. From the
District’s perspective, quantification of construction emissions is not
necessary…The Lead Agency should review Table 2. If all of the control measures
indicated in Table 2 (as appropriate, depending on the size of the project area) will
be implemented, then air pollutant emissions from construction activities would be
considered a less than significant impact.
Table 2 is shown on page 15 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. The constructionrelated mitigation measures identified as AQ-1.1 on page 3.6-13 of the Draft EIR contain
all of the Guidelines’ recommended Basic Control Measures and Enhanced Control
Measures, and all but one of the recommended Optional Control measures. According to
the Guidelines, as referenced above, implementation of these mitigation measures would
reduce the Project’s construction-related PM10 impact to a level that is less than
significant.
Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 for a more detailed
discussion on TAC impacts from project construction. In addition, responses to the
BAAQMD comments and suggestions can be reviewed in the responses to Comment
Letter #9, earlier.
24.10

For a discussion of the association between air quality and asthma associated with
presence of PM and TAC emissions and diesel fuel, please refer to “PM10 and Asthma” in
Master Response 3.

24.11

Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 and Responses 24.9 and
50.1 for more detailed discussions on particulate matter and TAC impacts from Project
construction and cumulative impacts. The information in these responses reinforces the
EIR’s use of the BAAQMD methodology and the conclusion that the Project would result
in a less-than-significant operational air quality impact.

24.12

Please refer to Master Response 3 for more detailed discussions on particulate matter and
TAC impacts from Project construction equipment exhaust. Master Reponses 3 provides
supplementary URBEMIS modeling results that show diesel equipment emissions total
9.18 pounds of PM10 per day.

24.13

Please refer to Master Response 3 for more detailed discussions on particulate matter and
TAC impacts from the Project.
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24.14

The commentor requests the lead agency project the health risks associated with the
project based on available models. Master Response 3 addresses the health risk from
diesel emissions using the state’s Risk Characterization Scenarios.

24.15

As stated in Impact AQ-6, on page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR, the Project would have the
effect of reducing vehicle miles traveled. For example, the Project includes developing
residential uses near existing transit. This provides opportunities for more people to
utilize transit rather than drive. Also discussed on page 3.6-21 of the Draft EIR, the uses
proposed by the Project are less intense than those that could potentially be created under
the current zoning. Consequently, fewer trips would be generated as a result of
developing the Project Area as urban residential as opposed to business and commercial
uses.
The commentor states that failure to provide affordable housing in close proximity to jobs
would increase vehicle usage and thereby increase air emissions. The potential for this
scenario to materialize is discussed in Master Responses 5.

24.16

Trucks traveling on Interstate 880 emit diesel emissions. Quantified monitoring data can
give insight to diesel emissions at the Project Area compared to elsewhere in the Bay
Area. As stated in Impact AQ-5, on page 3.6-20 of the Draft EIR, according to the West
Oakland Particulate Air Quality Monitoring Program Annual Progress Report, 2002-2003
(GAIA), particulate emissions at the Project Area are comparable to those in the rest of
the Bay Area. Therefore, residents of the Project Area would be exposed to similar levels
of particulate matter, regardless of where they live in the Bay Area. Please refer to
“Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” and to “Diesel Particulates and Cancer
Risk” in Master Response 3 regarding air quality and public health for further discussion
of diesel fuel emissions near freeways.

24.17

Impact AQ-2 on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR evaluates emissions of PM10 that would be
generated by the Project. Using methodology accepted by the BAAQMD, emissions were
found to be less than the BAAQMD thresholds of significance.
Impact AQ-5 on page 2.6-19 of the Draft EIR evaluates TACs that could be generated by
the Project. This impact analysis looks at potential stationary and mobile sources that the
Project would create. As discussed in Impact AQ-5, the mixed-use residential and
commercial uses proposed by the Project would not be expected to create significant
stationary sources of TACs, or attract significant numbers of diesel trucks.
The Draft EIR relies on the findings that individual project-generated impacts would be
less than significant, and the Project’s consistency with the BAAQMD’s local air quality
plan, to make its determination that the Project would create no cumulatively considerable
impacts. This approach is in accordance with BAAQMD methodology. The BAAQMD
has two criteria for assessing cumulative impacts: 1) whether a project exceeds BAAQMD
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thresholds of significance by itself, and 2) whether a project is consistent with the local
general plan.
As shown in Impact AQ-2 on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR, operational emissions of
ROG, NOx, and PM10 do not exceed BAAQMD thresholds of significance. Consequently,
the Project has met the first criterion of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to show that it
would not have a cumulative impact for any criteria pollutant for which the Bay Area is in
nonattainment.
The next criterion for assessing impacts, according to the BAAQMD methodology
referenced above, are to determine whether the project is consistent with the regional air
quality plan. For ozone, the BAAQMD has developed the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan.
This plan identifies a strategy for attaining the ozone standard, accounting for new growth
that will occur in the Bay Area. Growth projections are based on City and County
General Plans. To the extent that new projects require general plan amendments for more
intense uses, this can jeopardize the integrity of the Ozone Attainment Plan by creating
more growth than the Plan accounts for. As discussed in Impact AQ-6, the Project would
not alter the amount of development projected in the Clean Air Plan and the BAAQMD’s
2001 Ozone Attainment Plan. Consequently, the second criteria in the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines for cumulative impacts has been met to show that there would be no cumulative
impact as a result of the Project.
24.18

The commentor correctly states that an evaluation of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects is required of a cumulative analysis. The BAAQMD methodology
was used to perform the cumulative analysis. Please refer to Response 24.17 for more
information on the Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis.

24.19

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss the historic significance of
buildings other than the train station that would be demolished by the Project. Please refer
to Master Response 4, in particular the discussions of “Bea’s Hotel” and “Pacific Coast
Canning Company.” In addition, please refer to responses to the oral comments made at
the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board’s public hearing on the Draft EIR.

24.20

The commentor requests that no demolition occur until the Project is ready to go forward
and is fully funded. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4 for a
discussion of amended and new measures to restore the historic station. Even with these
measures, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the impacts to the 16th Street Train Station
would be significant and unavoidable. To avoid this significant unavoidable impact of the
Project, the Draft EIR describes and studies a Preservation Alternative which would
preserve all train station facilities.

24.21

As stated in the Draft EIR on page 3.8-2, paragraph 2, Environmental Contamination in
the Project Area, several investigations have been conducted in the Project Area by
various parties since 1994 and cover all nine development areas that comprise the Project
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Area. Data have been compiled from several sources including, but not limited to,
investigation reports, laboratory data sheets, and data summaries prepared by others. Data
were collected by several consultants, including Geomatrix, WEST Environmental
Services and Technology, Terranext, Environmental Resource Management, Harding
Lawson Associates, and Industrial Compliance. These reports are available at the Oakland
City Community and Economic Development Department, Planning and Zoning Division.
The reports detail the historical information regarding hazardous materials used, stored, or
handled in significant quantities in the Project Area and at adjacent facilities. The reports
also document accidental releases and/or contamination that occurred or currently exist at
the sites. Figure 3.8-1 on page 3-8.3 shows the sampling locations for hazardous
materials. As shown in the figure, soil and groundwater concentrations have been
detected above proposed remediation standards. However, groundwater is approximately
5 to 9 feet below the ground surface in the Project Area and is not used for domestic
purposes. Therefore, direct exposure to groundwater at the Project Area and, hence,
exposure to elevated levels of contaminant concentrations in the groundwater is not likely
since the groundwater beneath the Project Area is not used for domestic purposes.
On May 21, 2004, the RWQCB approved the proposed cleanup levels (i.e., remediation
standards) that would allow for unrestricted land uses in the Project Area. Unrestricted
land use cleanup levels are the most stringent remediation standards that would allow for
residential development in the Project Area and would be applied at all nine development
areas. Therefore, potentially exposed soil containing concentrations exceeding the cleanup
levels would be removed, treated, or capped prior to development in all development
areas. A Remedial Action Plan that details how cleanup goals would be achieved would
be submitted to RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface and subsurface
soil during site grading, excavation, and construction of building foundations, utility
trenches, and roadwork activities. Successful completion of remediation activities would
be documented in a closure report and submitted to and approved by RWQCB prior to
development in all development areas.
24.22

The commentor asserts that there are numerous regional land use plans and policies that
should have been considered in the Draft EIR. A detailed chart listing various plans and
policies is presented in Appendix A of this document, along with an indication of their
applicability to the Project. It is noted that the Sustainable Community Development
Initiative, cited by the commentor, proposes voluntary guidelines to preserve
environmental health and increase economic development, and private developers are not
required to incorporate them into projects. Please refer to “Project Consistency with
Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1 for further details on applicable policies.

24.23

The commentor requests that the Draft EIR study the inclusionary housing and workforce
development, and local hiring and economic development goals and objectives contained
in several applicable land use plans. In response to the commentor’s statement that these
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goals and objectives are important to creating a better jobs/housing balance, please refer to
Master Response 5.
24.24

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to study the impacts of not being consistent
with the designation of Workforce and Business Development and proposals for job
creation of the OARB Reuse Plan.
The Project Area lies within the OARB
Redevelopment Plan Area, but not the Reuse Plan Area, within which local hire policies
apply. For further discussion of these items, please refer to Master Response 5.

24.25

The commentor expresses concern that the Project would take away significant
opportunities for much needed local jobs. In response to this concern, please refer to
Master Response 5.

24.26

The commentor requests that the Draft EIR discusses the impacts of not meeting relevant
plans and policies applicable to the Project. Please refer to “Project Consistency with
Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1. In addition, a chart containing the various plans
and policies cited by the commentor is presented in Appendix A of this document, along
with an indication of their applicability to the Project.

24.27

The commentor claims that the Draft EIR failed to analyze inconsistencies between the
Project and the inclusionary housing goals and policies contained in applicable land use
plans. Regarding these alleged inconsistencies, please refer to “Project Consistency with
Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1. In addition, a chart containing the various plans
and policies cited by the commentor is presented in Appendix A of this document, along
with an indication of their applicability to the Project.

24.28

The commentor states that the impacts of not meeting land use plan requirements designed
to meet jobs-to-housing balance goals should have been studied in the Draft EIR. Please
refer to Master Response 5, for a discussion of the Project’s effect on the jobs-to-housing
ratio. In addition, a chart containing the various plans and policies cited by the
commentor is presented in Appendix A of this document, along with an indication of their
applicability to the Project.

24.29

The commentor requests that the specific impacts of this Project on the existing jobs-tohousing imbalance in Oakland must be studied in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master
Response 5 and Section 6 of the Final EIR.

24.30

The commentor asserts that the impact on the ability of the City to meet its regional
housing allocation production requirements was not analyzed. In response to this
assertion, please refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” in Master Response
1. In addition, a chart containing the various plans and policies cited by the commentor is
presented in Appendix A of this document, along with an indication of their applicability
to the Project. Please also see Master Response 5 for a discussion of property values in
the Project Area.
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24.31

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately study the additional population
created by the Project and the impacts that population would cause on Oakland’s schools,
parks, and sewer systems. Please see Responses 15.1 and 15.3 for a discussion of the
Project’s impacts on schools. For a discussion of park and recreational facilities, please
see Response 24.32.
For discussion of sewer systems, please refer to pages 3.13-13 and 3.13-14 of the
Draft EIR. While the Project would increase sewer flows to EBMUD facilities, it would
not require the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of
existing facilities. Thus, the impact under CEQA has been determined to be less than
significant and does not require the implementation of mitigation measures.

24.32

CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on a public service, such as parks,
focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered” recreational space. The Project would increase demand at Raimondi
Park and other recreational facilities in the vicinity of the Project Area. As noted by the
commentor, these facilities are already heavily used, and further demand would increase
the sense of overcrowding that occurs, particularly on weekends when the fields are used
for soccer and after school when the fields are used for Pee Wee football and baseball by
McClymonds High School. The Project would not result in a level of demand that would
trigger these alterations.
The need for park facilities is determined on a localized, neighborhood basis as
documented in the background technical reports to the OSCAR Element. As noted on
page 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR, the West Oakland area is the highest served area in terms of
per capita park acreage of any flatland neighborhood in Oakland. Because the City’s
focus is on rehabilitation of existing facilities, the likelihood that the parkland demand
created by the Project would result in new park acreage is remote. Physical improvement
plans that are currently being developed for Raimondi Park will likely include synthetic
turf and lighting, according to the City’s Park and Recreation Director. This renovation
plan is underway and thus is not due to demand created by the Project. Because the area
is relatively well served compared to other neighborhoods and maintenance of existing
facilities is planned, it is not expected that the City would increase or alter the Project
Area parklands as a result of the Project. Accordingly, the CEQA significance threshold
for new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, would not be met, as reported in Impact PS-5 on page 3.14-12 of
the Draft EIR.

24.33

Please refer to “Project Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding safety issues around
local parks due to Project-related construction and residential traffic.

24.34

The commentor states that park acreage ratios evaluated outside the context of
neighborhood need for open space do little to inform the public or government agencies.
There is no disagreement over this point. A socioeconomic profile of a neighborhood
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(particularly age), a needs survey to identify desired programming, and the level of use at
various times throughout the day and year are all critically important dimensions to
appreciating park and recreational needs. It is precisely for these reasons that cities
prepare a Recreation Element as an optional element to their General Plan, and the City of
Oakland prepared the OSCAR Element. The Draft EIR focuses on the park acreage ratios
because this is the most meaningful indicator of the physical demand (i.e., land area) for
this type of public service. In fact, the OSCAR Element defines parkland level of service
in terms of acreage per capita (see Table 15 on page 4-40 of the General Plan).
As noted in Response 24.32, intensification of parkland use is not the basis upon which to
determine whether a project significantly affects recreational facilities. The Draft EIR in
Impact PS-5 acknowledges that the Project would increase demand for park and
recreational facilities and other open space areas.
24.35

The commentor cites a number of statistics and factors from the OSCAR Element to
support a conclusion that park demand in West Oakland exceeds that of any other
neighborhood in Oakland. The commentor states that West Oakland “outranks other
neighborhoods in the large majority” of factors affecting recreational need. In fact,
Table 11 on page 4-15 of the OSCAR Element identifies seven factors of importance;
West Oakland ranks highest in recreational need based on percent of population under
18 years, median household income, and percent of population without an automobile.
While not disputing the fact that West Oakland has valid and important recreational needs,
this neighborhood does not outrank others in a majority of factors affecting need.
The statistics pointed to by the commentor also focus exclusively on the demand for
recreational facilities. This is only half the picture, since it does not address the supply of
parklands. On this account, the West Oakland neighborhood ranks high. As described on
page 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR, the West Oakland Planning Area “had the most park
acreage per capita of any other flatland neighborhood in Oakland; it is also the only
planning area with two public swimming pools, and it contains the highest concentration of
athletic fields and mini-parks in the City.”
The City agrees with the commentor that the additional population resulting from the
Project would increase demand on parks in the vicinity. This acknowledgement is
reflected in Impact PS-5 on page 3.14-12 of the Draft EIR. Increased usage of the
neighborhood parks would indeed mean more maintenance and replacement of facilities.
However, the Project would not be expected to trigger the need for construction of new
recreational facilities or the physical alteration of existing parks, as explained in Response
24.32, and thus would not result in a significant physical impact.

24.36

As explained in Response 24.34, tailoring the recreational facilities and programs to meet
the needs of a neighborhood is an essential dimension of recreational planning. However,
the types of facilities – whether they be swimming pools, basketball courts, picnic
benches, or tot lots – are not subject matters typically addressed in an EIR, since CEQA
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addresses changes in public service demand that ultimately involve physical changes to the
environment. What is relevant, however, is that the OSCAR Element in Table 13, page
4-31, sets forth proposed procedures for improvements or changes within a park. Among
the steps recommended by the City is a predevelopment neighborhood meeting, the
purpose of which is to notify concerned citizens of a potential change in use. This
procedure would allow park stakeholders to voice concerns about changes in the
recreational programming and facilities.
24.37

The commentor claims the OSCAR analysis of park usage is dated. While this comment
is true, the OSCAR remains the most complete and thorough analysis of citywide and
neighborhood park needs and offers the most comprehensive overview of recreational
levels of service. It should be noted that the OSCAR Element and its technical appendices
were not the sole source of information presented in the Draft EIR. Input was also
obtained from a 2002 survey of park users and the City’s Office of Parks and Recreation.
This information confirmed the earlier OSCAR assessments that Raimondi Park and other
facilities in the Project Area vicinity are heavily used.

24.38

Please refer to “Project Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding traffic safety and the
lack of adequate sidewalks, stop signs, and striped crosswalks at Raimondi Park.

24.39

Please refer to “Project Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding the need for traffic
safety mitigation measures around nearby parks. In regard to the comment that the EIR
must propose mitigation for the substantial risk of traffic accidents with children around
nearby parks, please note that CEQA does not require the mitigation of impacts that are
less than significant. Because the Project would not substantially increase traffic hazards
to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians due to a design feature of the Project, the
Project traffic safety impacts were considered to be less than significant.

24.40

Please refer to Response 24.9 regarding construction-related air quality impacts and
“Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 for more detailed discussions on
particulate matter and TAC impacts from Project construction.

24.41

Implementation of Mitigation Measure HM-1.1, Pre-Construction Hazardous Materials
Surveys and Management of Hazardous Materials Properly if Identified, requires the
Project Sponsors to manage or remove any asbestos, PCBs, mercury, lead, or other
hazardous materials from existing buildings prior to demolition or renovation. Therefore,
the public, including users of Willow Park, Raimondi Park, and the Bertha Port Tot Lot,
would be protected from exposure to these hazardous materials during construction
activities in the Project Area. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure HM-2.1,
Site Health and Safety Plan, would establish policies and procedures to protect workers
and the public from potential hazards posed by the disturbance of residual soil
contamination in the Project Area. These policies and procedures include material
handling procedures, dust suppression measures, personal protection clothing and devices,

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-157

access control to the site, and monitoring equipment used during construction to verify the
health and safety of workers and the public including children and senior citizens.
24.42

The commentor claims that many displaced workers will require affordable housing,
which is scarce, and thus, would be forced to live in overcrowded situations – resulting in
adverse health impacts. Regarding these indirect health effects, please refer to Master
Response 5.

24.43

The secondary traffic impacts associated with worker relocations are not expected to
significantly change the findings of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 5 for
an explanation why job displacement is not expected to substantially change traffic
volumes.

24.44

The commentor claims that those workers forced to relocate would face negative health
impacts and a loss of social cohesion and networks. For a response to this alleged effect
of market force displacement, please refer to Master Response 5.

24.45

The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not study the impacts on air pollution and
transportation resulting from loss of jobs due to rezoning of the site and the subsequent
increase in driving distance to work. This argument by the commentor supposes that the
jobs from the current zoning would be filled by West Oakland residents. For a discussion
of this assumption, please refer to Master Response 5.

24.46

The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not study how population increases would
displace housing and residents in West Oakland and necessitate the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Regarding the commentor’s request to include affordable
housing and to evaluate market force displacement, please refer to Master Response 5.

24.47

The commentor states that the Draft EIR did not study the adverse impacts on human
health due to displacement of existing housing and exacerbation of the affordable housing
crisis. In response to the Project’s indirect public health effects, please refer to Master
Response 5, as well as responses to Comment Letter #45.

24.48

The commentor suggests that the Project will exacerbate pre-existing unemployment
crises. The Draft EIR in Impact PH-3, as refined in Section 6 of this document, does not
disagree with the commentor that in the long term (2025) the reduced land supply for
business and job growth in Oakland would mean greater employment opportunities in
nearby locations outside Oakland.

24.49

The commentor suggests that the Project will exacerbate the pre-existing affordable
housing crises. The request for affordable housing to preserve the character and identity
of the West Oakland Community is an economic and social policy choice, rather than a
physical issue. However, please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1 for a discussion on this topic.
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24.50

The commentor states that the Project will exacerbate Oakland’s existing jobs-to-housing
imbalance and result in increased traffic and decreased air quality. Please refer to Master
Response 5, regarding the Project’s effect on the citywide job-to-housing ratio.

24.51

The commentor claims that the project does not address the demand for affordable
housing. The request for affordable housing to preserve the character and identity of the
West Oakland Community is an economic and social policy choice, rather than a physical
issue. Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components”
in Master Response 1 for a discussion on this topic.

24.52

The commentor states that using the estimates of additional students contained in the
Draft EIR, Prescott Elementary School would exceed its maximum capacity, leading to the
need for expansion of a current facility or construction of a new facility. Staff members at
the OUSD confirmed with the EIR preparers that Prescott Elementary School, Lowell
Middle School, and McClymonds High School would have the capacity to accommodate
the students that would be generated by the Project.

24.53

The commentor states that Lowell Middle School is likely to be closed, affecting the
available capacity for new students.
As explained in Response 15.1, although
development of the Project would result in additional students and increased demand on
the school system, the Project would not create a need for a new or expanded facility and
payment for the fees required by SB 50 is deemed the exclusive means of mitigating
environmental effects related to the adequacy of school facilities.

24.54

The commentor states that the effects of new school construction on the environment must
be studied. As explained in Response 15.1, although development of the Project would
result in additional students and increased demand on the school system, the Project would
not create a need for a new or expanded facility and payment for the fees required by
SB 50 is deemed the exclusive means of mitigating environmental effects related to the
adequacy of school facilities.

24.55

The commentor states that the school district personnel cited in the Draft EIR may not be
qualified to give accurate information about school capacity. Please refer to Responses
15.2 and 15.3 regarding the acquisition of school information.

24.56

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to address the impacts of school
construction on the environment. Please refer to Responses 15.1 and 15.3 regarding
impacts to schools.

24.57

The commentor states that the EIR must address the overcrowding effects that a project
would have on schools. CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on a public
service, such as schools, focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered” facilities. Please see Responses 15.1 and
15.3 regarding the Project impacts on schools.
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24.58

The commentor states that the effects of new school construction on the environment must
be studied. Please refer to Responses 15.1 and 15.3 regarding impacts to schools.

24.59

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently study the effects of
declining enrollment, the closure of Lowell Middle School, and the potential for the
reversal of the declining enrollment trend. Please see Response 15.1 regarding impacts to
schools and Response 15.5 regarding declining enrollment.

24.60

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately study cumulative impacts.
Please refer to Response 15.3 for a discussion of the cumulative impacts of the Project on
schools.
The commentor also states that the Draft EIR should not rely on SB 50 for mitigation
because the bill is set to expire in 2006 and much of Project would be constructed after
that time. Whether or not SB 50 will be renewed by the State Legislature is speculative
and is not within the purview of this Draft EIR. The analysis in the Draft EIR relies on
current provisions of State law, which provide for the mitigation of school impacts.

24.61

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately study cumulative impacts.
Please refer to Response 15.3 regarding cumulative impacts to schools. The commentor
also states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the impact of the 3,380 new households
anticipated in West Oakland, according to Appendix C of the Draft EIR. This figure is
based on the Maximum Trips Scenario and Maximum Residential Scenario, on which the
school impact analysis is also based. Thus, the 3,380 new households are reflected in the
school impact analysis.

24.62

The commentor states that there is no analysis of the adverse effects of school
overcrowding on student health. The Draft EIR does not anticipate crowding to the extent
that it would lead to an adverse effect on human health. Schools have been proposed for
closure due in part to declining enrollment; under these conditions, it is not expected that
school overcrowding is a realistic concern. Additionally, the possible construction or
expansion of school capacity is not expected as a result of the Project and payment of fees
required by SB 50 is deemed the exclusive means of mitigating environmental effects
related to the adequacy of school facilities.

24.63

The commentor states that the Project is likely to induce growth, thus creating further
overcrowding that would have adverse health impacts on students. Please refer to
Response 24.62 regarding school overcrowding.

24.64

The commentor states that the cumulative analysis of the Project’s water, wastewater, and
solid waste impacts is insufficient. Specifically, the commentor questions whether in
stating that Project-related increases in sewer flows could be accommodated within
existing wastewater infrastructure, the City of Oakland Public Works Department was
aware of other projects in the neighborhood.
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The Draft EIR on page 3.13-13 states that the Project would generate approximately
0.21 million gallons per day (mgd) and 0.19 mgd of wastewater flows on average under
the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios, respectively. The
Draft EIR on page 3.13-14 states that the project would generate approximately 0.53 mgd
and 0.47 mgd of wastewater flows during peak wet weather conditions under the
Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios, respectively. In areas
considered fully developed, such as the Project Area, East Bay Municipal Utility District
(EBMUD) has assumed a 20 percent increase in sanitary sewer flow to account for infill
development and intensification.1 According to the City of Oakland Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE) EIR, wastewater demand within the City is expected to
rise to approximately 5.0 mgd by the year 2015.2 The increase in wastewater demand
projected for the Project represents up to 4.2 percent and up to 10.6 percent of average
dry weather and wet weather flow, respectively, of the anticipated 5.0 mgd of wastewater
in the City. The LUTE EIR concluded that the increase in total wastewater produced by
the City would be less than significant due to existing General Plan policies that mitigate
potential impacts on wastewater treatment facilities as a result of increased residential and
employment growth.3 As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 3.13-18, the City reviewed
the Project’s wastewater discharge calculations and determined that the total wastewater
flow generated by the Project would be within the anticipated total wastewater flow for all
of the affected sub-basins. Since the Project wastewater flows could be accommodated,
both under the average dry weather and peak wet weather conditions, within the existing
sewage collection and transport system, and since the wastewater flows are within the
anticipated total wastewater flows for all affected sub-basins, the Draft EIR concluded that
the Project’s cumulative contribution would be less than significant. In preparing this
response, the EIR preparers contacted the City of Oakland Public Works Department to
confirm their earlier statements concerning the adequacy of the wastewater system to
accommodate the Project and other development and confirmed that there is sufficient
wastewater infrastructure capacity to accommodate the proposed Wood Street Project in
combination with other cumulative development in that area.4
The commentor also states that there is a lack of clarification and analysis for the
cumulative water impact. EBMUD has stated that water demand projections for the
Project are accounted for in EBMUD’s water demand projections as published in the
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP based its water demand
projections on the Districtwide Update of Water Demand Projections (2000 Demand
Study). The 2000 Demand Study was a significant improvement in EBMUD planning as
it provided a methodology to prepare more detailed projections such as a community-level

1
2
3

4

City of Oakland, West Oakland Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR, June 2003.
City of Oakland, West Oakland Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR, June 2003.
City of Oakland, West Oakland Redevelopment Plan Draft EIR, June 2003.
Gunawan Santoso, Public Works Engineer, City of Oakland Public Works Agency, telephone communication
with EIP Associates, January 14, 2005.
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area study. Future water demands were calculated based on various land use categories
and future changes in land use as stated in the respective general plans of the service area
communities.5
Prior to publishing the 2000 Demand Study, EBMUD’s Water Supply Management
Program (WSMP) provided guidance on future demand projections. The WSMP
projections were based on population growth as anticipated by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG). In comparing the WSMP water demand projections with the 2000
Demand Study water demand projections in year 2020, the WSMP remains valid as a
water supply planning criteria.6 The population projections for the City of Oakland,
inclusive of the Project, are generally consistent with ABAG population projections. As
such, EBMUD’s overall water demand projections account for the anticipated population
growth in the City. Furthermore, the Draft EIR on pages 3.13-12 and 3.13-17 states that
EBMUD has determined that it would have sufficient supplies to serve the Project, which
would implement General Plan policies and EBMUD’s water conservation and water
recycling programs. Therefore, the Draft EIR on page 3.13-17 concludes that the
Project’s contribution to a cumulative water supply impact would be less than significant.
The commentor also states that there is a lack of clarification and analysis for the
cumulative solid waste impact. The Draft EIR on page 3.13-19 determined that the
Project’s contribution to the cumulative solid waste impact would be less than significant.
This conclusion is based on the information that the Altamont Landfill’s estimated closure
date is 2033. This information was provided by the Alameda County Waste Management
Authority and is based on a variety of factors.7 While there is no prescribed formula to
estimate the closure date, it does typically account for projected population growth.8 As
such, the Altamont Landfill has sufficient capacity to serve cumulative development
occurring in the jurisdictions it serves through approximately 2033. Additionally, as
stated in the Draft EIR on page 3.13-19, the Project’s contribution to the cumulative solid
waste impact would be less than significant.
24.65

5
6
7

8

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately study the pedestrian and
bicyclist safety issues associated with construction traffic. Please refer to “Project
Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding construction traffic impacts on pedestrian and
bicyclist safety.

EBMUD, Water Resources Projects Division, 2000 Urban Water Management Plan, 2000, February 2001.
EBMUD, Water Resources Projects Division, 2000 Urban Water Management Plan, 2000, February 2001.
Scott Walker, Branch Manager, Closure Department, California Integrated Waste Management Board,
telephone communication with EIP Associates, December 23, 2004.
Karen Maroze, Alameda County Local Enforcement Agency, telephone conversation with EIP Associates,
December 23, 2004.
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24.66

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately study the increased hazards
to pedestrians and bicyclists that will be caused by increased vehicle trips from the
Project. Please refer to “Project Impacts” in Master Response 2.

24.67

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to mitigate the impact from the proposed
design of the turn-arounds. The proposed mitigation measure (see Mitigation Measure
TR-4.1) is not intended to address increased traffic but to assure that traffic that enters the
Project Area on 18th and 20th Street can turn around safely and not create hazards.
Furthermore, the measure does not address the absence of a sidewalk, because the EIR
does not identify a significant impact to the sidewalk that required mitigation.

24.68

The commentor states that the physical design of the Project would create a gated
community set off physically from the existing West Oakland community. However, the
proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations actually help to reduce potential land use
conflicts in the area.
The existing Project Area consists of both industrial and residential uses within close
proximity. The Project Area to the west of Wood Street is characterized by large
undeveloped lots used for trailer storage, large underutilized industrial-type buildings, and
few street amenities such as street trees or sidewalks. This description of the Project Area
is illustrated in Views 3 through 7 of Figure 3.3-2 of the Draft EIR. Thus, the existing
interface between the Project Area and the existing West Oakland community is neither
attractive nor conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland.
The Project would substantially change this relationship and replace the undeveloped
storage lots and underutilized and visually degraded industrial uses with a high-density,
mixed-use development with buildings ranging from 40 to 90 feet tall. While development
plans have not yet been prepared for the entire Project Area, Figure 2-3 on page 2-9 of the
Draft EIR presents an illustrative site plan showing a possible layout for the structures, the
roadways, and the open space areas. Figures 2-5 and 2-6 on pages 2-22 and 2-25,
respectively, depict the internal circulation and the connections to the West Oakland
community. From the plan views offered by these diagrams, the Project would introduce
land uses, linkages, and street amenities/landscaping that are more attractive and more
conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland than the existing conditions.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that in this transition zone between the Project Area and
West Oakland, there can be potential land use and visual compatibility conflicts. In
particular, these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in Impact VQ-3
beginning on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone
would assure that there would be a transition in scale from the existing neighborhood to
the proposed mixed-use development and would promote an active and pedestrian-scaled
street frontage along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix H of the Draft EIR).
Salient features of the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone are described on page 3.2-25
to explain why the Project would not be a huge massing with little to no setbacks along
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Wood Street. Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied to
enliven the street space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking
and other facilities, which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the
community into the Project Area, would be restricted within the proposed Wood Street
Overlay Zone.
As discussed in “Circulation Impacts” in Master Response 2, when the I-880 frontage
road was constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at
10th Street and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the
City of Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development
Study (circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between
West Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed
concerns over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. In December 2004, the City of
Oakland Planning Commission approved the removal of the concrete barriers from the
I-880 frontage road to 10th Street only to provide access for CWS facility vehicles.
Concrete barriers are still in place to prevent frontage road access from the rest of the
residential streets. Thus, the circulation layout, which does not provide for street flow
through the Project, as pointed out by the commentor, was designed to respect the
community’s earlier sentiments.
The commentor states that the open space and stores would be just for the Project
residents. However, the public open space, particularly the public plaza proposed for
Development Area Nine, is intended to attract and be used by the larger West Oakland and
citywide community, as well as by Project residents. Page 2-21 of the Draft EIR
describes ideas for the public plaza, such as gatherings and outdoor events like farmers
markets, which are inviting and generally desired by the larger community. While it is
true that the commercial/retail uses would be available to serve Project residents, other
members of the community would not be discouraged or prevented from patronizing these
businesses.
The commentor states that the physical design of the Project sets it off from the West
Oakland Community. The design guidelines contained in the proposed Wood Street
Zoning District address street front openings and entries; building frontages, setback and
height requirements along the Wood Street frontage; and building massing and
articulation. These guidelines represent tangible means of using physical design to
promote interaction, rather than isolation, between the Project Area and the West Oakland
community. For an analysis of affordable housing and local hiring policies, please refer to
Master Response 5.
24.69

The density for the Project was determined by the Project Sponsors based on the housing
product they are accustomed to building, based on their assessment of the market, and
based on their considerations on what intensity would not be out of character with the
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surrounding community. The desire by the commentor to redesign the Project at a higher
density does not address the adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA,
but rather the design and merits of the Project. These matters will be discussed further at
the upcoming Planning Commission and City Council meetings. Further details regarding
the appropriateness of including affordable units as part of the project are explained in
Master Response 1, “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components.”
No further response to this comment is necessary in this document; except to note that a
higher density alternative was not considered in the EIR because more residential units and
population in the Project Area would not substantially reduce potential impacts and that the
development does step down in height as it nears the existing single family neighborhood
(see Figure 5.23-1 on page 35 of Appendix H of the Draft EIR).
24.70

The commentor indicates that the “Existing and Projected Conditions” images identified in
Figures 3.3-3 through Figure 3.3-10 on pages 3.3-17 through 3.3-35 of the Draft EIR
misrepresent the developers’ intentions.
The City acknowledges that the visual
simulations cannot and do not exactly replicate the precise height and density of the
Project (the figures note that simulations are illustrative of height, mass, and scale);
however, the visual simulations are based directly on the plans provided by the Project
Sponsors. The primary purpose and intent of the visual simulations are to give the reader
a general sense of the scale and bulk of the proposed development. While the actual
buildings may be lower, as noted by the commentor, the visual simulations were also
intended to illustrate the maximum height and bulk of the potential buildings to depict the
worst-expected visual impacts.

24.71

The commentor states that studying the social and economic impacts of the Project as part
of the Draft EIR is highly warranted. As explained in the Master Response 5, issues
regarding the affordability of the proposed housing, the types of jobs to be created by the
Project, and the potential for indirect displacement due to rising property values and
housing costs in the Project Area vicinity are important and should be acknowledged, but
would not be considered significant impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on
physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as
explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The socioeconomics report identified by the
commentor contains important information regarding the merits of the Project and the
socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect the EIR
nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community interest in this
study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.

24.72

The commentor requests an additional Draft EIR be prepared prior to completion of the
Final EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s
implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any
new substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the
report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is
added. Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-165

clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the
responses and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to
clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be
recirculated.
24.73

Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 for a detailed discussion
on particulate matter and TAC impact from Project construction; Responses 24.16 and
24.17 for further discussion on impacts of PM levels and TAC emissions to sensitive
receptors; Response 24.15 for discussion on greenhouse gas emissions generated by the
Project; and Responses 50.1 and 50.3 for discussion on how the cumulative evaluation
was conducted.
The implementation of the mitigation measures suggested by the commentor are likely to
have little if any benefit to air quality because they would have little effect on the sources
identified in the URBEMIS modeling as being the largest sources of criteria pollutants
during Project operation. Any benefit that these measures would produce would be to
reduce levels of Project-related criteria pollutants that have been shown in the Draft EIR to
be below BAAQMD thresholds and less than significant.

24.74

The commentor requests that the City conduct studies on the significance of the Pacific
Coast Canning Company and Bea’s Hotel as they pertain to issues of cultural resources
and historic preservation. The commentor also requests that alternatives to the Project
include full preservation of the Train Station, the Pacific Coast Canning Company, and
Bea’s Hotel. Finally, the commentor requests that the Project include mitigations
provided in the Forest City Development Project (officially called the Uptown Mixed Use
Project).
An assessment of the historic significance of the Pacific Coast Canning Company and
Bea’s Hotel is included in the Draft EIR (see Section 3.7, Cultural Resources, pages 3.7-3
through 3.7-4). Neither the Pacific Coast Canning Company building nor the Pacific
Coast Canning District are considered significant historical resources by the Oakland
Cultural Heritage Survey for the reasons stated on pages 2-13, 3.7-3, 3.7-4, and 3.7-10 of
the Draft EIR and in Master Response 4. Because these buildings are not historically
significant, their demolition, modification, or alteration would not be considered a
significant impact and no mitigation is required under CEQA. For additional discussion
on the significance and mitigation for impacts to the Pacific Coast Canning Company and
Bea’s Hotel, please refer to “Pacific Coast Canning Company” and “Bea’s Hotel” in
Master Response 4.
The Uptown Mixed Use Project (Forest City Development) mitigation measures calls for a
qualified archaeologist to monitor all ground-disturbing activities. As the Uptown Mixed
Use Project EIR explains, this measure is called for because the Uptown project area is
considered to have a low-to-moderate likelihood to containing prehistoric archaeological
deposits and a high likelihood of containing historical archaeological deposits. It is
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because of the Uptown site’s high potential for historical archaeological resources that the
City decided that archaeological monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities would be
desirable. This same degree of archaeological sensitivity has not been ascertained for the
Wood Street Project Area, and therefore this mitigation has not been duplicated in the
Wood Street EIR.
The mitigation proposed for the potential impact to archaeological resources (CR-1.1 on
page 3.7-19 of the Draft EIR) is consistent with that imposed by the OARB Area
Redevelopment Plan EIR; however, the Wood Street Project EIR, strengthens the
mitigation beyond that proposed in the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan EIR by expanding
the mitigation measures and providing more detail. Please refer to Master Response 4,
“Archaeological Resources,” for more detailed discussion on this topic.
24.75

Please refer to Response 24.21, regarding the Remedial Action Plan and previous
environmental investigations. All nine development areas have been sufficiently assessed,
and cleanup standards have been accepted by RWQCB, the State lead environmental
agency overseeing the investigation and remediation of the Project Area. A Remedial
Action Plan that details how cleanup goals would be achieved would be submitted to
RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface and subsurface soil during site
grading, excavation, and construction of building foundations, utility trenches, and
roadwork activities.

24.76

The commentor requests impacts to air quality, transportation, and jobs/housing balance
from failure to meet affordable housing and local hiring requirements be studied. The
commentor also suggests a number of mitigation measures. Please refer to Master
Response 5 regarding the need for, and effectiveness of, inclusionary housing, and local
hiring to mitigate the cited effects.

24.77

The City does not believe that additional studies or mitigations are warranted to address
the infrastructure burdens from population growth as requested by the commentor. CEQA
requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on local infrastructure, such as utilities and
public services, focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered” space. The EIR identifies such increased demand
in the following sections: transportation impacts are discussed in Section 3.4; utilities and
sewage impacts in Section 3.13; and schools, parks, and fire/police impacts in Section
3.14. The only significant impacts requiring mitigation are in the area of transportation.
The mitigation measures are identified in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. In addition,
further discussion of this topic is presented in Master Response 5

24.78

The commentor requests that studies on jobs-to-housing balance be conducted. Please
refer to Master Response 5 regarding the jobs/housing balance and the Project’s effect on
this ratio.
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24.79

The commentor requests that a number of socioeconomic studies be conducted. Please
refer to Master Response 5. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that
result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft
EIR. A socioeconomics report containing important information regarding the merits of
the Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project has been prepared by the
City, but this information should not affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA
process. However, given the community interest in this study, it has been included as
Appendix C to this Final EIR.

24.80

The commentor requests that safety impacts be evaluated in light of existing uses and
conditions at the neighboring parks. The description of the neighborhood parks relied in
part on background information contained in the City’s General Plan OSCAR Element
technical appendices. That information was updated based on site visits in 2003 and 2004,
a 2002 park survey, and contact with the City’s Office of Parks and Recreation (as
described in Response 24.37). Thus, the EIR does evaluate the Project’s effect on existing
conditions at the parks.

24.81

Please refer to “Project Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding construction and
residential traffic impacts on safety.

24.82

Please refer to the construction air quality emissions discussion in “Construction
Emissions” in Master Response 3 and Response 18.8 regarding hazardous material safety
measures during construction.

24.83

The commentor requests that a number of mitigation measures related to infrastructure
burdens, housing affordability, and local hiring issues be implemented. Please refer to
Master Response 5 regarding the need for, and effectiveness of, inclusionary housing, and
local hiring to mitigate the cited effects.

24.84

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should include more study of the effects of new
school construction, the current dynamics and trends in school enrollment, and other
forms of mitigation for school impacts. Additional evaluation of demographic trends has
been collected and is reported in Responses 15.1 and 15.3. Please also see Responses
24.52 through 24.63.

24.85

The commentor requests that a study of the impacts of increased vehicle trips on
pedestrians and bicyclist safety be conducted. Please refer to “Project Impacts” in Master
Response 2, regarding impacts to pedestrian and bicycle safety.
Mitigation Measure TR-4.1 on page 3.4-24 would reduce safety impacts of the Project to a
less-than-significant level by reducing the potential for motorists to back out into the Wood
Street intersections.
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Letter 25

25.1

4-169

25.2

25.3

25.4

25.5
25.6

25.7

4-170

4-171

25.

Staff, Members, and Supporters of Just Cause Oakland (Seven Signatures)

25.1

The commentor expresses concern regarding affordable housing and gentrification issues.
Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding these issues.

25.2

The commentor expresses concern over provision of affordable housing. The request for
affordable housing to preserve the character and identity of the West Oakland community
is an economic and social policy choice rather than a CEQA issue, which concerns effects
on the physical environment. However, please refer to Master Response 5 for a
discussion of these issues.

25.3

The commentor states that the Project would create the feeling of a gated community set
off physically from the existing West Oakland community. However, the Project Area,
and the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations actually help to reduce potential land
use conflicts in the area.
The existing Project Area consists of both industrial and residential uses within close
proximity. The Project Area to the west of Wood Street is characterized by large
undeveloped lots used for trailer storage, large underutilized industrial-type buildings, and
few street amenities such as street trees or sidewalks. This description of the Project Area
is illustrated in Views 3 through 7 of Figure 3.3-2 of the Draft EIR. Thus, the existing
interface between the Project Area and the existing West Oakland community is neither
attractive nor conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland.
The Project would substantially change this relationship and replace the undeveloped
storage lots and underutilized and visually degraded industrial uses with a high-density,
mixed-use development with buildings ranging from 40 to 90 feet tall. While development
plans have not yet been prepared for the entire Project Area, Figure 2-3 on page 2-9 of the
Draft EIR presents an illustrative site plan showing a possible layout for the structures, the
roadways, and the open space areas. Figures 2-5 and 2-6 on pages 2-22 and 2-25,
respectively, depict the internal circulation and the connections to the West Oakland
community. From the plan views offered by these diagrams, the Project would introduce
land uses, linkages, and street amenities/landscaping that are more attractive and more
conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland than the existing conditions.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that in this transition zone between the Project Area and
West Oakland, there can be potential land use and visual compatibility conflicts. In
particular, these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in Impact VQ-3
beginning on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone
would assure there would be a transition in scale from the existing neighborhood to the
proposed mixed-use development and would promote an active and pedestrian-scaled street
frontage along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix H of the Draft EIR). Salient
features of the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone are described on page 3.2-25 to
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explain why the Project would not be a huge massing with little to no setbacks along
Wood Street. Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied to
enliven the street space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking
and other facilities, which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the
community into the Project Area, would be restricted on Wood Street within the proposed
Wood Street Overlay Zone.
The design guidelines contained in the proposed Wood Street Zoning District address
street front openings and entries; building frontages, setback and height requirements
along the Wood Street frontage; and building massing and articulation. These guidelines
represent tangible means of using physical design to promote interaction, rather than
isolation, between the Project Area and the West Oakland community.
25.4

The commentor requests that the developers provide affordable housing and provide local
jobs. The request for affordable housing to preserve the character and identity of the West
Oakland community is an economic and social policy choice rather than a CEQA issue,
which concerns effects on the physical environment. However, these issues are discussed
in Master Response 5.

25.5

The commentor requests a revised Draft EIR be released for recirculation and comment
prior to the preparation of the Final EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance
with CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the
Draft EIR do not reveal any new substantive material that would warrant a major revision
and recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when
significant new information is added. Recirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses and text changes provided here for
the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR
is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.

25.6

The commentor states that the Draft EIR neglected an analysis of jobs-to-housing balance.
Please refer to Master Response 5 which expands on the jobs-to-housing analysis in the
Draft EIR in Appendix C.

25.7

Part of the commentor’s rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be re-examined in the context of a socioeconomics report on the Project by the City.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant
impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result
from implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
The socioeconomics report contains important information regarding the merits of the
Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not
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affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community
interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
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Letter 26

26.1

4-175

26.1
cont'd

26.2

26.3

26.4

26.5

26.6

26.7

26.8

4-176

26.9

26.10

26.11

4-177

26.11
cont'd

26.12

4-178

4-179

4-180

26.

Cynthia L. Shartzer, Co-chair, Lakeside Apartment Neighborhood Association

26.1

The commentor believes the Draft EIR fails to substantively evaluate the Project’s
framework, specifically regarding the creation of a Wood Street Zoning District. The City
respectfully disagrees that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the impacts of the proposed
Wood Street Zoning District. The Draft EIR considers not only the proposed rezoning of
the Project Area, but also three different development scenarios that may emerge from
application of the zoning regulations. In the absence of this zoning district, there is no land
use or regulatory mechanism that would enable the proposed development to proceed. The
comparison of existing zoning districts with the development regulations permitted under
the Project in Table 3.2-2 is not only appropriate but necessary. The EIR must compare
the existing baseline conditions (e.g., industrial zoning) against the proposed conditions.
Further explanation of the Project and the manner in which it has been evaluated in the
Draft EIR are presented in “Description of the Wood Street Zoning District” in Master
Response 1.

26.2

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not include a chart of all historic buildings
and their currents measurements. The commentor also requests the full, unaltered square
footage of each historic building, the total square footage of all historic buildings, and the
square footage of the proposed demolition. Please refer to Master Response 4, “16th Street
Train Station,” for additional information regarding the cultural resources analysis in the
Draft EIR. Further, the Project Area and vicinity have been intensively studied by the
Cultural Heritage Survey over a five-year period, and the EIR includes the results of these
surveys for relevant structures, including the Pacific Coast Canning Company, the
16th Street Train Station and Signal Tower, and Bea’s Hotel, as well as for historic districts
located on or in the vicinity of the Project Area. These discussions are on pages 3.7-3
through 3.7-12 of the Draft EIR.
As described in Master Response 4, “Bea’s Hotel”, the Draft EIR’s analysis of Bea’s Hotel
is based primarily on the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey, which rated the building
Dc2+ (of minor importance, not individually distinctive, contributes to a resource of
secondary importance). As described on page 3.7-4 of the Draft EIR, the City does not
consider resources of secondary importance to be historical resources for the purposes of
CEQA, consistent with Policy 3.8 of the Oakland General Plan Historic Preservation
Element. That is, potential impacts to Bea’s Hotel – including demolition – would not be
considered significant, since the building is not considered a historic resource. An EIR
must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that would avoid or lessen
any of the significant effects of the project. Because potential impacts to Bea’s Hotel are
not considered significant under City policy and practice, the alternatives analysis need not
consider alternative treatments; consequently, the lack of such alternatives would not
constitute inadequacy of the Draft EIR. Please refer to the entirety of Master Response 4
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for additional discussion of the impacts of the Project on cultural resources and alternative
scenarios considered to avoid or reduce these impacts.
Please also refer to the master response for a discussion regarding alternative reuse
scenarios for structures in the Project Area, as well as the applicability of the Secretary of
the Interior’s standards and guidelines and the consistency of the Project with respect to the
standards.
26.3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate in analysis of the rationale to delay
restoration work on the train station and the rationale to structure the historic preservation
components through tax increment financing. In response to these concerns, please refer to
Master Response 4.

26.4

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is not adequate in its analysis of the historic
neighborhood and historic resources. The commentor also states that the public would
have been better served if the City’s Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey staff had prepared
the cultural resources analysis. In preparation of the cultural resources analysis, the EIR
preparers consulted the Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey staff. Specifically, Ms. Betty
Marvin was contacted to obtain the City evaluation sheets and the historic resources
inventory forms for individual properties within and immediately around the Project Area.
The description of the individual resources and the districts, as well as the classification of
potential impacts, was peer reviewed by Ms. Marvin before the Draft EIR was released for
public review.
Furthermore, Draft EIR, on pages 3.7-3 through 3.7-5, provides historic and cultural
information obtained from a records and literature search of the California Historical
Resources Information System’s Northwest Information Center (NWIC). Records searched
by the EIR preparers included the National Register of Historic Places, the California
Register of Historical Resources, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the listing
of California Historical landmarks, the California Points of Historical Interest listing, the
Historic Property Directory current computer list, the Survey of Surveys, General Land
Office Plans or government-funded surveys, and other pertinent historic data available at
the NWIC. Additionally, the City of Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey was also consulted
in 2003 as part of the Oakland Army Redevelopment Base study for information on existing
historic structures in the Project Area. Finally, copies of the Sanborn maps were reviewed
for the analysis in the Draft EIR.
The EIR identifies four potential historic resources in the Project Area and presents a
cultural and historic background of each on pages 3.7-3 through 3.7-5 and in Master
Response 4. The Draft EIR, on pages 3.7-10 and 3.7-12, discuss the two historic districts
located within the Project Area and three historic districts located in the Project Area
vicinity. In light of the above discussion, the EIR considers historic neighborhoods and
resources adequately.
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26.5

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is insufficient in its analysis of impacts on Bea’s
Hotel. Please refer to “Bea’s Hotel” in Master Response 4.

26.6

The commentor states that while the historic evaluation of the 16th Street Train Station
includes a reference to the Central Station Master Plan prepared by Pyatok Associates, the
Master Plan is not considered elsewhere in the Draft EIR. The Dreyfuss report incorrectly
references a Central Station Master Plan prepared by Pyatok Associates; there is no such
document. Pyatok Associates did prepare an Illustrative Concept Plan (see Figure 2-3), as
well as the proposed Draft Wood Street Zoning District. The Dreyfuss report should
actually reference the Illustrative Concept Plan and the Wood Street Zoning Regulations,
which are included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.

26.7

The commentor states that reuse of 16th Street Train Station and Bea’s Hotel would better
serve the public good through conversion to affordable apartments, live/work units, or
visitor-serving facilities. The Draft EIR does include a project alternative that considers
the preservation of Bea’s Hotel (see pages 5-7 through 5-8). The commentor is also
referred to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master
Response 1 regarding changes to the Project, and to Master Response 4, “16th Street Train
Station” and “Bea’s Hotel,” for discussions about the historic significance and preservation
of these structures.

26.8

The commentor envisions that the 16th Street Train Station could be used as a centerpiece
and opportunity for a “double bottom line project.” Please refer to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4 for a discussion about its history and planned reuse.

26.9

The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR neglects to analyze that the renovation of the
16th Street Train Station would be inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Please refer to “Mitigation for Impacts to the
16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.

26.10

The commentor requests the transcript of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
meeting on October 18, 2004, which has been provided in Section 5 of this document.

26.11

The commentor states that cultural resources mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR
are insufficient. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.
Mitigation Measures CR-2.7 and CR-2.8 in the “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street
Train Station” section of Master Response 4 present actions that will help meaningfully
commemorate the historical significance of the area.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional discussion of the mitigation proposed in
the Draft EIR and required by previous EIRs and City policy. Under CEQA, an essential
nexus must exist between the mitigation measure and a legitimate government interest and
must be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project. The mitigation proposed by
the commentor (the full and permanent funding of two full-time-equivalent staff members
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for a new City program) would not result in any reduction of the impacts identified for the
Project, and does not appear to be proportional to the impact of the Project, even though
the impact would be significant and unavoidable. CEQA describes mitigation for impacts
to historic structures, and the mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR, as modified in the
master response, is consistent with the methods discussed in CEQA.
26.12

The City disagrees with the commentor’s statement that the Draft EIR does not adequately
address the cumulative impacts associated with amending the General Plan’s Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE), City zoning regulations, and BCDC port designation.
The City disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that the Project could be located within
the jurisdiction of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) and is in violation of the
public trust. The Draft EIR was made available to the CSLC during the 45-day public
review and no comments were submitted to the City regarding a potential violation of
public trust. While BCDC priority designation areas exist within Development Areas Six,
Seven, and Eight, they all fall outside of BCDC’s 100-foot shoreline band. According to
the BCDC, such priority designation areas are to be deemed “advisory only.” Therefore,
removal of such designations would be allowable under existing BCDC guidelines and
would not constitute a significant physical environmental impact. In each of these
instances, the Project would not affect public trust or BCDC lands and therefore poses no
impacts to these resources. Given no Project impacts, there would be no cumulative effects
on public trust or BCDC lands.
While the Project would require amendments to the existing General Plan, zoning
regulations, and BCDC designation uses, the Draft EIR does analyze the cumulative
physical impacts of these policy changes on regional development plans (see Impact LU-8
on page 3.2-33 of the Draft EIR). Recent changes by the City in other parts of the City are
accounted for in the cumulative growth scenario defined for the Project (see Appendix C),
including Leona Quarry, the Oakland Army Base Redevelopment Project, Jack London
Square, and Uptown, to name a few. The combined changes of these other projects,
including the Project, add up to 2,000 more jobs and 3,500 fewer people than forecast for
2025 by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). The Project would be
consistent with the Oakland Army Redevelopment Plan upon change of the BCDC port
designation. In addition, the Project would not interfere with the operation of the Port of
Oakland new intermodal facility, as access to the Project Area from both the frontage road
and I-880 currently exists and is shared by existing truck and vehicular traffic within the
vicinity of the Project Area. As noted in Appendix C, the employment projections for the
cumulative scenario generally “fits” with ABAG’s forecasts, particularly given the
uncertainty and error of margin in a 20-year forecast. The population figures in the
cumulative growth scenario are less than projected by ABAG, but this variation is
attributable to the fact that the cumulative scenario incorporates assumptions for household
size specific to the types of housing actually being built in Oakland (i.e., a lower household
size than assumed by ABAG).
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Each of the projects identified by the commentor has been discussed in public at various
public meetings. Elements of the Project have been presented to the public during the
Draft EIR period. Furthermore, the Project must still be considered by the City Planning
Commission and the City Council. Concerns that changes to the General Plan are
occurring in a piecemeal fashion is more properly addressed by the Planning Commission
as part of a larger policy discussion.
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Letter 27

27.1

4-186

27.2

27.3

4-187

27.

Nancy Taylor, Central Station Team, Affordable Housing Task Force,
Oakland Coalition of Congregations

27.1

The commentor requests that the EIR provide information on income levels and housing
affordability as well as a financial feasibility study giving scenarios that would include
affordable housing.
Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1. Also see Master Response 5 for a
discussion on property values in the Project Area.

27.2

The commentor requests that the Project include local hiring practices and that the
16th Street Train Station be fully preserved. Please refer to Master Response 5 for
discussion of local hiring practices and to Master Response 4 for discussion of Train
Station preservation.

27.3

The commentor requests another Draft EIR be prepared to enable further community input
before a Final EIR is completed. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with
CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines. The responses to comments on the
Draft EIR do not reveal any new substantive material that would warrant a major revision
and recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when
significant new information is added. Recirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses and text changes provided here for
the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is
considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts
under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from
implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
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Letter 28

28.1

4-189

28.2

4-190

28.2
cont'd

4-191

28.

James E. Vann, Oakland Tenants Union

28.1

The commentor expresses concern regarding exclusion of affordable housing from the
Project.
Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/
Components” in Master Response 1.

28.2

The commentor states that the Project is subject to and therefore, must comply with
California Redevelopment Law. Please refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable
Plans” in Master Response 1 regarding requirements of the California Redevelopment Law
and other state laws as they relate to the project.
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Letter 29

29.1
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29.2

29.3

29.4

29.5

4-194

29.5
cont'd

29.6

29.7

29.8

4-195

29.

Eddie Ytuarte, Oakland Tenants Union

29.1

The commentor notes that West Oakland contains a disproportionately higher number of
rental units than the City of Oakland. Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative
Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1.

29.2

The commentor notes that 80 percent of the residents in the area are tenants and that most
of these residents will not be able to afford the proposed housing. Please refer to
“Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1
and to Master Response 5 for discussions on these topics.

29.3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not identify how many of the proposed
dwelling units would be rental units and how many would be for sale. The commentor also
questions whether the City’s first time home ownership program would be available to
assist residents with purchasing the proposed dwelling units and how much money the City
has to assist with first time home buying.
Appendix G, Project Population, Households, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, contains
a table that shows the preliminary breakdown of the types of units anticipated under the
Project. The table indicates that under the Maximum Residential Scenario, the Project
would result in 1,570 dwelling units, of which 436, or 37.2 percent, could be rental units.
Under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, the Project would result in 1,084 dwelling
units, of which 393, or 36.3 percent, could be rental units. It is important to note that the
development program for the Project has not been finalized and, as such, the breakdown of
the types of units may differ from that described in Appendix G of the Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, the information presented in Appendix G does identify a potential number of
rental units.
Whether the City’s first time home ownership program would be available to assist
residents in purchasing newly constructed units is not a subject matter typically addressed
in an EIR, since CEQA addresses physical changes to the environment. Likewise, the
allocation of funding to the City’s first time home ownership program is a subject beyond
the scope of this EIR.

29.4

The commentor states that the Project needs to include affordable housing, maintenance of
heritage, and provisions for the hiring of local residents. Please refer to “Consideration of
Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1, “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4, and to Master Response 5.

29.5

The commentor believes the Draft EIR authors overlooked some elements of a complete
EIR process and questions the City’s selection criteria for EIR contractors. The Draft EIR
did not include redevelopment law, planning law, zoning law, constitutional requirements,
or other laws or regulations in its list of applicable laws and regulations, because CEQA
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requires that EIRs address the physical environmental impacts of a proposed project. To
the extent that there are relevant policies adopted for mitigating or avoiding physical
environmental impacts, CEQA does require that the project's conformity with these
provisions be described. Please refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” in
Master Response 1 regarding requirements of the California Redevelopment Law and other
state laws as they relate to the project.
The selection of a consultant is based on several key criteria, including expert knowledge
of CEQA, prior successful experience on City projects, familiarity with the type of project
under consideration, availability of resources to perform the work in a timely and cost
effective manner, and ability to exercise independent judgment in the review of the
applicant’s proposal and background materials. Consultants are expected to demonstrate
some sensitivity and appreciation of local concerns and issues, but it is more important that
they provide the City with expert, objective analyses of the potential physical
environmental effects of the proposed project.
29.6

The commentor suggests that the Fruitvale Transit Village would be a good model for the
Project. This point, however, addresses the merits of the project, and does not concern the
adequacy of the EIR, nor the City’s compliance with CEQA. The merits of the project will
be discussed at the upcoming Planning Commission and City Council hearings on the
project.

29.7

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not assess the real well being of a
community because it does not provide information on socioeconomic topics, such as
affordable and quality health care, employment, and child care. Please refer to Master
Response 5.

29.8

The commentor expresses concern regarding gentrification.
Response 5.
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Letter 30
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30.5
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30.

Meena Palaniappan, Anne Kelsey Lamb, Dr. Washington Burns, Pacific
Institute

30.1

The commentor claims that the Draft EIR does not include a discussion of sensitive
receptors near the Project Area, such as Raimondi Park and 16 schools in the area, and
how they would be impacted by increased levels of diesel particulate matter generated by
the Project. Construction-related air impacts are very localized with their effects typically
being most noticeable within several hundred feet of the construction site. As a result,
exposure at the 16 schools in the area cited by the commentor would be minimal due to
their distance from the Project Area. Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master
Response 3 for a discussion of emissions and potential impacts to surrounding uses.

30.2

The commentor states that the Draft EIR should analyze impacts of housing affordability
and health impacts of diesel pollution. Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding
housing affordability, and to “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” in Master
Response 3 regarding health impacts.

30.3

For analysis on jobs-to-housing balance please refer to Master Response 5.

30.4

Part of the commentor’s rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be re-examined in the context of a socioeconomics report on the Project by the City.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts
under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from
implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The
socioeconomics report contains important information regarding the merits of the Project
and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect
the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community
interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.

30.5

The commentor suggests the need for another Draft EIR before the Final EIR is prepared.
The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing
guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new
substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report.
Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is added.
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses
and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or
amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
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30.6

The commentor suggests that mitigations should include affordable housing, local hiring,
and full preservation of the train station. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a
discussion of affordable housing and to Master Response 4 regarding the feasibility of
preserving the entire Train Station.
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Letter 31

31.1

31.2
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31.2
cont'd

31.3
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31.

Victor Rubin, Ph.D., Director of Research, Policy Link

31.1

The commentor states that economic and social impacts of the Project need to be analyzed
and considered. Please refer to Master Response 5. The EIR must focus on physical
environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. Consequently, the preparation of the socioeconomics report
will provide important information regarding the merits of the Project and the
socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect the EIR
nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.

31.2

The commentor expresses concern regarding affordable housing and impacts on
surrounding property values. Please refer to Master Response 5.

31.3

The commentor claims the Project is within the boundaries of the Oakland Army Base
(OARB) Redevelopment Area and requests that a connection between the Project Area and
the Redevelopment Plan be recognized, including how tax increment funds generated by
the project might be used for neighborhood improvements and mitigation of negative
impacts. The relationship between the Project and the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan is
described in Section 2.4, beginning on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR. The use of tax
increment funds will be at the discretion of the Redevelopment Agency, although the
Project Sponsors have recommended certain improvements in response to comments from
the community. Please see “Mitigation for Impacts to the Train Station” in Master
Response 4.
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Letter 32

32.1

32.2

4-208

32.3

4-209

32.

Joyce Roy, Member, Executive Committee of the Northern Alameda County
Group; David Tam, Member, SF Bay Chapter Executive Committee, Sierra
Club

32.1

The commentor recommends providing affordable housing in the Project. Please refer to
“Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1.

32.2

The commentor recommends encouragement of public transit use, including negotiations
with AC Transit for increased bus service to the Project vicinity, and the use of an
Eco-pass for residents. No mitigation measure was proposed to fund public transit lines
specific to the area because the Project impacts on AC Transit would be less than
significant (please refer to Impact TR-6 on page 3.4-25 of the Draft EIR). Mitigation
Measure TR-10.2, Shuttle Service, has been revised as noted in Response 8.2 to include
providing shuttle stops; or in the event the Project Sponsors elect to utilize public transit
operators for the shuttle service, the Project Sponsors shall incorporate public transit stops
into the final development plans with the consultation of AC Transit. Mitigation Measure
TR-10.1 on page 3.4-37 of the Draft EIR has been revised as noted in Response 8.3 and
provides that the Project Sponsors will distribute materials concerning the availability of
public transit to initial Project residents and to participate in a fee program when the City
adopts such a program.

32.3

The commentor suggests the Project be planned as an extension of the existing community,
so as not to create a sort of gated community that is not connected by income or culture to
the existing community. The Draft EIR acknowledges that in the transition zone between
the Project Area and West Oakland, there can be potential land use and visual compatibility
conflicts. In particular, these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in
Impact VQ-3 beginning on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street
Overlay Zone would assure that there is an appropriate gradual transition in scale from the
existing neighborhood to the proposed mixed-use development and would promote an
active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix
H of the Draft EIR). Salient features of the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone are
described on page 3.2-25 to explain why the Project would not be a huge massing with
little to no setbacks along Wood Street. Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street
would be occupied to enliven the street and sidewalk space and to encourage pedestrian use
and gathering. Also, uses like surface parking and other facilities, which do not support
pedestrian circulation or welcome the community into the Project Area, would be restricted
within the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.
As discussed in Master Response 2, “Circulation Impacts”, when the I-880 frontage road
was constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at
10th Street and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the
City of Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development
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Study (circa 1998) that addressed the issue of whether to provide connections between West
Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed concerns
over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Thus, the circulation layout was
designed to respect the community’s earlier sentiments.
The public open space, particularly the public plaza proposed for Development Area Nine,
is intended to attract and be used by the larger West Oakland and citywide community, as
well as by Project residents. Page 2-21 of the Draft EIR describes ideas for the public
plaza, such as gatherings and outdoor events like farmers markets, which are inviting and
generally desired by the larger community.
The design guidelines contained in the proposed Wood Street Zoning District address street
front openings and entries; building frontages, setback and height requirements along the
Wood Street frontage; and building massing and articulation. These guidelines represent
tangible means of using physical design to promote interaction, rather than isolation,
between the Project Area and the West Oakland community.
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Letter 33

33.1

4-212

33.

Bruce Beasley, Co-chair, South Prescott Neighborhood Association

33.1

The commentor expresses support for the merits of the Project and finds the EIR to be
comprehensive and thorough. The merits of the Project will be discussed at upcoming
Planning Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.
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Letter 34

34.1

34.2

4-214

34.

Diana M. Williams, Executive Director, Urban Ecology

34.1

The commentor expresses support for the merits of the Project and does not address the
adequacy of the EIR nor the City’s compliance with CEQA. The merits of the Project will
be discussed at upcoming Planning Commission and City Council hearings on the Project.

34.2

The commentor expresses concern regarding affordable housing and local property values,
as well as issues of gentrification. For discussion on affordable housing inclusion, property
values, and gentrification, please refer to Master Response 5.
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Letter 35

35.1

4-216

35.1
cont'd

35.2

4-217

35.3

35.4

4-218

35.

Juliet Ellis, Executive Director; Bhavna Shamasunder, Environmental Health
and Justice Program, Urban Habitat Program

35.1

The commentor requests that the City further consider air quality concerns in West
Oakland and that the City implements additional mitigation measures to address diesel
emissions. Please see Master Response 3, “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter,”
regarding air quality and public health.

35.2

The commentor feels that the City has not sufficiently addressed the issue of cumulative
impacts of the Project. Please refer to Responses 50.1 and 50.3 for discussions of the
cumulative thresholds of significance in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, and how
BAAQMD methodology was followed to determine cumulative air quality impacts from the
Project.

35.3

The commentor states that there is a need to protect and expand the supply of affordable
housing in West Oakland, and that land use decisions should not displace current residents.
The commentor also asserts that the Project has not taken into account the need for mixedincome development, local hiring, and the potential for gentrification. Please refer to
Master Response 5, which addresses these concerns.

35.4

The commentor feels that a lack of attention has been paid to cultural and historical
resources, including the 16th Street Train Station, and their preservation. Please see Master
Response 4, “16th Street Train Station” for an expanded discussion of the historical
significance of structures in and around the Project Area and of mitigation measures for
preservation.
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Letter 36

36.1

36.2

36.3

4-220

36.4

36.5

36.6

36.7

4-221

36.

Jeremy Hays, Program Coordinator, Urban Strategies Council, November 3,
2004

36.1

The commentor expresses concern that issues of gentrification and residential displacement
have not been properly studied or adequately discussed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines. The
responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new substantive material that
would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR should
be recirculated when significant new information is added. Recirculation is not required
where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses and text changes
provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or amplify the
analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts
under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from
implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The
socioeconomics report contains important information regarding the merits of the Project
and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect
the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.
For further discussion on socioeconomic study in the EIR please refer to Master
Response 5.

36.2

The commentor expresses concern over the Project’s impact on gentrification and
residential displacement, as long as affordable housing is not within the Project scope. For
discussion of these issues, please refer to Master Response 5.

36.3

The commentor states that available data demonstrates the health and gentrification impacts
the Project will have on the surrounding community. Please refer to “Potential Impacts”
under “Construction Emissions” and “Operational Emissions” in Master Response 3
regarding public health concerns. Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding
gentrification and related health concerns. The Data Book is identified as Comment 42A in
this document.

36.4

The commentor states that the “West Oakland to Vulnerability to Gentrification” report is
inaccurate. The commentor believes that West Oakland is vulnerable to gentrification and
displacement and requests the Draft EIR consider these issues and their impact on the
physical environment, racial segregation, and necessary mitigation. For discussion of
gentrification concerns, please refer to Master Response 5.
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36.5

The commentor believes that many important project impacts were not studied as part of
the Draft EIR, including jobs-to-housing balance. For discussion of jobs-to-housing ratio,
please refer to Master Response 5. Also note that the EIR must focus on physical
environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. Consequently, the preparation of the socioeconomics report
will provide important information regarding the merits of the Project and the
socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect the EIR
nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.

36.6

The commentor requests a socioeconomic impact report be conducted in the same timeline
as the EIR, and suggests the EIR not be finalized until all interested parties agree on the
parameters of the report and a draft of it has been commented on. Please refer to Master
Response 5.

36.7

The commentor suggests mitigation be considered for affordable housing, local hiring, and
full train station preservation. Please refer to Master Response 5 for an explanation of why
affordable housing and local hiring are not appropriate mitigation measures for Project
impacts. Full preservation of the train station is discussed in the Draft EIR as an alternative
to the Project.
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Letter 37

37.1

4-224

4-225

4-226

4-227

4-228

4-229

4-230

4-231

4-232

4-233

4-234

4-235

4-236

4-237

4-238

37.

Jeremy Hays, Program Coordinator, Urban Strategies Council (West Oakland
Vulnerability to Gentrification – The Conley Consulting Group Report)

37.1

The comment addresses a report on gentrification that was prepared for one of the Project
Sponsors. That report is not a part of the Draft EIR, nor is it referenced in the Draft EIR.
For a discussion of the role of the potential for gentrification in this EIR, please refer to
Master Response 5.
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Letter 38

38.1

4-240

38.1
cont'd

38.2

4-241

38.2
cont'd

38.3

4-242

38.3
cont'd

38.4

38.5

38.6

4-243

38.7

4-244

38.7
cont'd

38.8

38.9

38.10

4-245

38.10
cont'd

4-246

38.

Andy Nelsen, Senior Program Associate, Urban Strategies Council

38.1

For response to the commentor’s request for social and economic impact examination in
the EIR, please refer to Master Response 5. Also note that the EIR must focus on
physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as
explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. Consequently, the preparation of the
socioeconomics report will provide important information regarding the merits of the
Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not
affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.

38.2

The commentor expresses concern over residential and commercial displacement. For
discussion of real estate values and displacement, please refer to Master Response 5.

38.3

The commentor expresses concern over affordable housing and possible implications for
the area, such as segregation, and suggests the EIR consider such effects. For discussion
of gentrification and affordable housing, please refer to Master Response 5.

38.4

The commentor poses the loss of an opportunity to create affordable housing in Oakland.
For discussion on changes to the Project, including but not limited to affordable housing
inclusion, please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/
Components” in Master Response 1.

38.5

The commentor expresses concern over potential commercial displacement, and suggests
possible traffic related impacts. For response to issues surrounding jobs and related traffic
impacts, please refer to Master Response 5.

38.6

The commentor expresses concern over market force commercial displacement and
suggests mitigation be considered. For a discussion of these issues, please refer to Master
Response 5.

38.7

The commentor states the Draft EIR should consider physical impacts such as
jobs/housing balance, and suggests implementing local hiring practices and mixed-income
housing as strategies to achieve it. For discussion of jobs-to-housing ratio and local hiring,
please refer to Master Response 5.

38.8

The commentor requests affordable housing implementation and local hiring policies as
acceptable mitigation measures to ensure jobs/housing balance. For discussion on
affordable housing and local hiring policies, please refer to Master Response 5.

38.9

For response to the commentor’s discussion of low-wage labor use and request to use a
Project Labor Agreement as mitigation, please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion
of Project construction labor.
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38.10

For response to the commentor’s request for a social and economic impact report to be
completed before the Final EIR, please refer to Master Response 5. Also note that the
EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a
proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. Consequently, the
preparation of the socioeconomics report will provide important information regarding the
merits of the Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this
information should not affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.
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Letter 39

39.1

4-249

39.

Larry Rice, Co-chair, West Oakland Project Area Committee

39.1

The commentor supports the Project and believes the EIR is adequate. The merits of the
Project will be discussed at upcoming Planning Commission and City Council hearings on
the Project.
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Letter 40

4-251

40.1

40.2

40.3

4-252

40.3
cont'd

40.4

4-253

40.

Allen Edson, Brian Beveridge, Tim Thomas, Margaret Gordon, Monsa Nitoto,
West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project, Coordinating Committee

40.1

Please refer to Responses 7.1 and 24.21, regarding the Remedial Action Plan and previous
environmental investigations. All nine development areas have been sufficiently assessed
and cleanup standards have been accepted by RWQCB, the State lead environmental
agency overseeing the investigation and remediation of the Project Area. A Remedial
Action Plan that details how cleanup goals would be achieved would be submitted to
RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface and subsurface soil during site
grading, excavation, and construction of building foundations, utility trenches and
roadwork activities.

40.2

The commentor’s concerns over residential displacement are discussed in Master
Response 5.

40.3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR contains no meaningful discussion of the impact
of the Project on local infrastructure, specifically on streets, sewer systems, water and
electrical services, fire and police services, and schools.
CEQA requires that analyses of a project’s impacts on local infrastructure and services,
such as utilities, parks, and schools, focus on the “substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered” space. The Project would result
in an increased demand for utilities, school services, and police and fire protection
services; however, not at a level that would trigger physical impacts (such as the need to
physically alter an existing facility or construct a new one), as discussed in Sections 3.13
and 3.14 of the Draft EIR. Accordingly, CEQA does not require development fees or
other mitigation measures to upgrade services in the Project Area vicinity or the larger
West Oakland neighborhood. Development fees are often imposed through other enabling
legislation available to local jurisdictions. In terms of schools, payment of SB 50 school
impact fees, which will be required of the Project Sponsors, is considered adequate
mitigation for increased demand on school facilities.
For a discussion of proposed street improvements, please refer to Section 2.6 beginning on
page 2-21 of the Draft EIR. Proposed improvements to portions of Wood, 12th, 14th, 16th,
18th, and 20th Streets are discussed under the heading “Proposed Improvements.”
For a discussion of water supply, please refer to the Draft EIR, pages 3.13-1 and 3.13-2
and pages 3.13-12 and 3.13-13. Under CEQA, the Project would have a significant effect
on the environment if it would exceed water supplies available to serve the Project from
existing entitlements and resources, and require or result in construction of water facilities
or expansion of existing facilities. While the Project would result in increased water
demands, EBMUD would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from
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existing entitlements and resources. Thus, the Project’s impact under CEQA would be less
than significant and would not require mitigation.
For a discussion of energy, please refer to the Draft EIR, pages 3.13-5 and 3.13-6 and
pages 3.13-15 and 3.13-16. Under CEQA, the Project would have a significant effect on
the environment if it would result in a determination by the energy provider which serves
or may serve the Project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the Project’s
projected demand in addition to the providers’ existing commitments and require or result
in construction of new energy facilities, or expansion of existing facilities. While the
Project would incrementally increase the demand for energy provided by PG&E, the
Project’s impact would be less than significant and would not require mitigation under
CEQA.
Please refer to Response 18.5 for a discussion of the impacts on fire and police services.
Please refer to Responses 15.1 and 15.3 for a discussion of the impacts on local schools.
40.4

The commentor expresses support for the Project but requests an extension of the public
review period for the Draft EIR. In response to such requests, the City extended the public
review period by one week.
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Letter 41

41.1

41.2

41.3

4-256

41.4

41.5

41.6

4-257

41.

Jumoke Hinton Hodge, Project Coordinator, 7th Street McClymonds
Leadership and Engagement Initiative, Parent Leadership and Engagement
Academy

41.1

The commentor expresses concern over gentrification and requests mitigation to be
considered. Please refer to Master Response 5 for discussion of gentrification issues.

41.2

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the impact of declining enrollment
in Oakland schools and that the authors of the document failed to meet with appropriate
OUSD leaders regarding educational impacts. Please refer to Responses 15.1 and 15.2
regarding impacts to schools.

41.3

The commentor states it is unacceptable to deny preservation of the Baggage Area and Rail
Tracks. Preservation of the train station is discussed in “16th Street Train Station” in
Master Response 4.

41.4

For response to the commentor’s request for a social and economic impact report to be
completed before the Final EIR, please refer to Master Response 5. Also note that the EIR
must focus on physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a
proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. Consequently, the
preparation of the socioeconomics report will provide important information regarding the
merits of the Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this
information should not affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.

41.5

The commentor states that the Project ignores the community values and violates
inclusionary housing, local hiring, and economic development opportunities requirements
of the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan. The commentor also states that the Draft EIR
does not acknowledge this issue. While the Project Area is adjacent to the West Oakland
Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not part of it. Therefore, the West Oakland Redevelopment
Plan does not govern the Project Area. The Draft EIR on page 3.2-22 lists the objectives
of the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan. However, as stated on page 3.2-22, the West
Oakland Redevelopment Plan objectives may be viewed as relevant considerations but are
not directly applicable to the Project. Accordingly, the Draft EIR does not evaluate the
Project for its consistency with the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan.

41.6

The commentor requests a second draft EIR be completed prior to a Final EIR. The Draft
EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing guidelines.
The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new substantive material
that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report. Specifically, an EIR
should be recirculated when significant new information is added. Recirculation is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses and text
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changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or amplify
the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
Part of the commentor's rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be expanded to include issues involving youth, African-Americans, and
socioeconomics. As explained in Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of
the proposed housing, are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be
considered significant impacts under CEQA.
The EIR must focus on physical
environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
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Letter 42

42.1

42.2

4-260

4-261

42.

16th & Wood Train Station Coalition

42.1

The commentor requests a second draft EIR be completed prior to a Final EIR. Scoping
comments received on the EIR in December 2004 were considered and used in preparing
the analysis or formulating Project alternatives. As noted in Response 42.2, comments on
issues concerning socioeconomic and policy matters are not physical impacts and thus are
matters to be addressed by the decision makers in considering the Project merits. The
Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing
guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new
substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report.
Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is added.
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses
and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or
amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.

42.2

For response to the commentor’s request for social and economic impact discussion in the
EIR, please refer to Master Response 5. Part of the commentor’s rationale for requesting
recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it can be re-examined in the context of a
socioeconomics report on the Project by the City. As explained in the Master Response 5,
issues regarding the affordability of the proposed housing, the types of jobs to be created
by the Project, and the potential for indirect displacement due to rising property values and
housing costs in the Project Area vicinity are important and should be acknowledged, but
would not be considered significant impacts under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical
environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as explained
on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The socioeconomics report contains important information
regarding the merits of the Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but
this information should not affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process.
However, given the community interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C
to this Final EIR.
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Letter 42A

4-263

4-264

4-265

42A.1

4-266

42A.2

4-267

4-268

42A.3

4-269

4-270

42A.4

4-271

4-272

42A.5

4-273

4-274

4-275

42A.7

42A.6

4-276

4-277

4-278

4-279

4-280

4-281

4-282

4-283

4-284

42A.8

4-285

4-286

4-287

4-288

4-289

4-290

4-291

4-292

4-293

4-294

4-295

4-296

4-297

4-298

4-299

4-300

42A.

Info Oakland, The Pacific Institute, Urban Strategies Council, West Oakland
Environmental Indicators Project

42A.1

The commentor expresses concern over gentrification and residential and cultural
displacement. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of these issues.

42A.2

The commentor requests inclusion of affordable housing and family units, development of a
Pullman Porters Union Museum, and community benefit programs. Please refer to Master
Response 5 for a discussion of affordable housing. Please refer to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4 for discussion of Train Station preservation.

42A.3

The commentor raises concern over affordable housing. For discussion of Project
alternatives, including but not limited to affordable housing inclusion, please refer to
“Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1.

42A.4

The commentor questions the creation of good jobs in the Project area. Please refer to
Master Response 5.

42A.5

The commentor expresses concern over construction-related health impacts. Please refer to
the “Construction Emissions” discussion in Master Response 3.

42A.6

For discussion on the commentor’s concerns over residential displacement and
gentrification issues, please refer to Master Response 5.

42A.7

The commentor states that West Oakland is vulnerable to gentrification and that it is
already occurring. Please refer to Master Response 5.

42A.8

The commentor declares the project will contribute to gentrification and displacement and
negatively impact community member’s health. Please refer to Master Response 5 for
discussion of gentrification and displacement related to public health concerns.

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-301

Letter 43

43.1

43.2

43.3

4-302

43.4

43.5

4-303

43.

Ladd Baldwin, Just Cause Oakland

43.1

The commentor expresses concern over construction-related impacts to existing poor air
quality in the project area. Please refer to Master Response 3, “Construction Emissions”
regarding construction –related air quality impacts and public health concerns.

43.2

The commentor states that there are not enough stores in the area and that traffic and
parking are a concern. The Project includes a component of retail services that would
serve residents of the Project. In addition, other retail development is planned for the
former Oakland Army Base. Regarding traffic in the area, the Draft EIR has disclosed
potentially significant and significant traffic impacts and has provided mitigation measures
for these impacts (see pages 3.4-17 through 3.4-37). The Draft EIR acknowledges that
some cumulative traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even after
recommended mitigation measures are implemented.
Although not a physical
environmental issue, the effects of the Project on parking have been addressed on pages
3.4-40 through 3.4-45 of the Draft EIR.

43.3

The commentor states that there are not enough schools to accommodate the additional
students generated by the Project. Please refer to Response 15.1 regarding impacts to
schools.

43.4

The commentor raises concern over property values and suggests more study on this impact
before Project approval. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of their
concerns.

43.5

The commentor requests full preservation of the 16th Street Train Station. Please refer to
“16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.
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Letter 44

44.1

4-305

44.

Judy Kriege, Technical Assistant to Child Care Facilities BANANAS, Inc.

44.1

The commentor suggests that Project impacts on the child care supply be considered in the
Draft EIR. As noted by the commentor, the provision of child care is not a physical
environmental impact and is a matter of consideration for policy decision makers. It is
noted, however, that limited child care facilities are permitted uses in each of the
development areas, according to the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations (see
Table 4.20-1 in Appendix H of the Draft EIR).
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Letter 45

4-307

45.1

4-308

45.2

4-309

45.2
(con't)

45.3

45.4

45.5

4-310

45.6

45.7

45.8

45.9

4-311

45.9
cont'd

4-312

4-313

45.10

4-314

45.10
cont'd

4-315

45.10
cont'd

4-316

45.11

45.12

4-317

45.12
cont'd

4-318

45.13

45.14
45.15

45.16

45.17

4-319

45.18

45.19

45.20

45.21

45.22

4-320

4-321

45.

Rajiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Assistant Clinical Professor of Medicine, UCSF

45.1

The commentor raises concern over the relationship between affordable housing and health
associated to air quality, and declares the project is inconsistent with applicable air quality
and transportation policies. Please refer to “Operational Emissions” in Master Response 3
regarding air quality and public health concerns. Also refer to “Project Consistency with
Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1.

45.2

Please refer to Master Response 5 for response to commentor’s concerns over jobs-tohousing ratio.

45.3

The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not adequately consider the linkage between
affordable housing availability and environmental issues such as air quality, noise, natural
resource consumption, and traffic issues. Please refer to Master Response 5 for discussion
on affordable housing and its relation to public health. Also see Appendix B of the
Final EIR.

45.4

Please refer to Master Response 5 for response to commentor’s concerns over jobs-tohousing ratio and its discussion in the Draft EIR. Also note that the EIR must focus on
physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a proposed project, as
explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.

45.5

The commentor links affordable housing exclusion to substandard housing conditions,
residential displacement, and homelessness. For discussion on affordable housing, please
refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master
Response 1 and to Master Response 5 for discussion on residential displacement.

45.6

The commentor states that the Project is inconsistent with Oakland’s Regional Housing
Needs Determination goals. Please refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” in
Master Response 1.

45.7

The commentor raises the issue of housing affordability and potential new area jobs.
Please refer to Master Response 5 for discussion of new resident’s impact on area
employment.

45.8

For discussion on commentor’s question of compliance with local goals and plans, please
refer to “Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” Master Response 1.

45.9

The commentor provides information about potential housing impacts of the Project.
Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding this topic.

45.10

The commentor asserts that by not providing affordable housing, the Project would
contribute to human health impacts. For discussion on affordable housing inclusion please
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refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master
Response 1 and to Master Response 5 for discussion on residential displacement.
45.11

The commentor asserts that affordable housing exclusion may indirectly harm human health
and public services. Please refer to Master Response 5 for discussion on health related to
affordable housing.

45.12

The commentor states that the Project would create a gated community physically separated
from the existing West Oakland community. However, the Project Area, and the proposed
Wood Street Zoning Regulations actually help to reduce potential land use conflicts in the
area.
The existing Project Area consists of both industrial and residential uses within close
proximity. The Project Area to the west of Wood Street is characterized by large
undeveloped lots used for trailer storage, large underutilized industrial-type buildings, and
limited street amenities such as street trees or sidewalks. This description of the Project
Area is illustrated in Views 3 through 7 of Figure 3.3-2 of the Draft EIR. The existing
interface between the Project Area and the existing West Oakland community is not
conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland.
The Project would substantially change this relationship and replace the undeveloped
storage lots and underutilized and visually degraded industrial uses with a high-density,
mixed-use development with buildings ranging from 40 to 90 feet tall. While development
plans have not yet been prepared for the entire Project Area, Figure 2-3 on page 2-9 of the
Draft EIR presents an illustrative site plan showing a possible layout for the structures, the
roadways, and the open space areas. Figures 2-5 and 2-6 on pages 2-22 and 2-25,
respectively, depict the internal circulation and the connections to the West Oakland
community. From the plan views offered by these diagrams, the Project would introduce
land uses, linkages, and street amenities/landscaping that are more attractive and more
conducive to integrating the Project Area with West Oakland than the existing conditions.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that in this transition zone between the Project Area and West
Oakland, there can be potential land use and visual compatibility conflicts. In particular,
these impacts are discussed in Impact LU-2 on page 3.2-24 and in Impact VQ-3 beginning
on page 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR. The proposed Wood Street Zoning District would assure
that there would be a transition in scale from the existing neighborhood to the proposed
mixed-use development and would promote an active and pedestrian-scaled street frontage
along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix H of the Draft EIR). Salient features of the
proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone are described on page 3.2-25 to explain why the
Project would not be a huge massing with little to no setbacks along Wood Street.
Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied to enliven the street
space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking and other facilities,
which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the community into the Project
Area, would be restricted within the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.
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The design guidelines contained in the proposed Wood Street Zoning District address street
front openings and entries; building frontages, setback and height requirements along the
Wood Street frontage; and building massing and articulation. These guidelines represent
tangible means of using physical design to promote interaction, rather than isolation,
between the Project Area and the West Oakland community.
Please also refer to Master Response 5.
45.13

Please refer to Master Response 5 for response to commentor’s concerns over jobs-tohousing ratio.

45.14

For discussion on transportation-related impacts to housing affordability, please refer to
Master Response 5.

45.15

The commentor recommends that the Project be analyzed for consistency with all State land
use planning policies and objectives related to housing affordability, transportation
linkages, and jobs-housing linkages. For discussion on local goals and plans please refer to
“Project Consistency with Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1. Also see Appendix A,
which has a detailed chart listing various plans and policies, along with an indication of
their applicability to the Project.

45.16

In response to commentor’s request for analysis of housing affordability relative to local
incomes, please refer to Master Response 5.

45.17

In response to commentor’s request for analysis of cumulative impacts on changes to area
housing affordability, please refer to Master Response 5.

45.18

For response to commentor’s request for alternative plans for affordable housing, please
refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master
Response 1.

45.19

Please refer to Master Response 5, for discussion on property value changes in the Project
Area.

45.20

Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in
Master Response 1 regarding alternatives to providing more affordable housing.

45.21

Please refer to Master Response 5, regarding commentor’s request for additional
socioeconomic studies.

45.22

Please refer to Master Response 5, regarding commentor’s request for additional
socioeconomic studies.

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-324

Letter 46

46.1

46.2

46.3

46.4
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46.

A.L. Brown, November 2, 2004

46.1

The commentor states that Sections 5.0 and 5.80 are missing from the Draft EIR. Section
5.00 “Development Standards” and Section 5.80 “16th Street Station/Development Area 5”
are both parts of the Draft Wood Street Zoning Regulations, 2004, located in Appendix H
of the Draft EIR.

46.2

The commentor requests clarification of “a water tight building.” The reference to a water
tight building envelope is found on page 3.7-22 and in Appendix H (Dreyfuss report) of the
Draft EIR: “Any reuse of the 16th Street Train Station shall include stabilization and repair
of exterior materials to improve the exterior appearance and to ensure a water tight
building envelope.” This standard is to ensure that there will not be water damage to the
Main Hall and the 16th Street Signal Tower in the future when they are rehabilitated and
reused.

46.3

Please refer to Master Response 5 for discussion of gentrification.

46.4

For discussion of Bea’s Hotel as a historic resource please refer to “Bea’s Hotel” in Master
Response 4.
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Letter 47

47.1

47.2

47.3

4-327

47.

A.L. Brown, November 8, 2004

47.1

The commentor’s message is appreciated and an earnest effort will be made to respond to
substantive comments on the EIR and CEQA process.

47.2

The commentor inquires as to the identity of the Project Sponsors. As noted on page 2-1
of the Draft EIR, the Project Sponsors are BUILD West Oakland, LLC; Central Station
Land, LLC; PCL Associates LLC; and HFH Central Station Village, LLC. Each Project
Sponsor owns land within the 29.2-acre Project Area and proposes to construct a separate
development within the Project Area on separate timelines.

47.3

The objectives of the Project Sponsors are described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR. The
Project seeks to expand West Oakland’s housing supply, to introduce additional
commercial uses to the neighborhood, to restore the historic train station, and to create a
public plaza for gatherings. Whether these potential community benefits outweigh the
environmental impacts identified in the EIR or offset the commentor’s belief that there will
be a loss of job opportunities for local people will be discussed further by the Planning
Commission and City Council at upcoming meetings.
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Letter 48

48.1

48.2

48.3
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48.3
cont'd

48.4

48.5
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48.

Marina Carlson

48.1

For discussion on historic preservation of the train station please refer to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4.

48.2

The commentor asks that the housing be designed with elements of West Oakland
architecture. The housing within the Project Area has not yet been designed, but the
commentor may refer to the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations contained within
Appendix H of the Draft EIR for guidelines on architectural character (Section 6.20),
which encourage a variety of architectural styles to enhance the eclectic urban character of
the Project.

48.3

For discussion on historic preservation of the train station, please refer to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4.

48.4

For discussion on historic preservation of the train station, please refer to “16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4.

48.5

The City appreciates the commentor’s offer to provide previous structural and
environmental reports of the 16th Street Train Station. KPa’s Oakland 16th Street Station
Structural Assessment and Impact Plan has been made available to the Project sponsors and
information from that assessment has been used in the EIR (see the footnote on page 3.7-10
of the Draft EIR). The structural/seismic strengthening recommendations have not been
implemented, although the Project Sponsor has taken steps to stabilize the deteriorating
condition of the building. These steps include trash removal, grading and filling the area in
front of the station, and installing a new roof and plexiglass window. The Asbestos Survey
report and Lead-based Paint Survey were also prepared for the City of Oakland and copies
of these reports are available to the Project Sponsors. It is also noted that Mitigation
Measure HM-1.1 in Section 3.8, Hazardous Materials, requires the Project Sponsors to
provide documentation that the building materials have been tested and/or removed by a
certified environmental professional. The reports cited by the commentor will help provide
part of this necessary documentation.
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Letter 49
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49.1
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49.1
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49.1
cont'd

49.2

49.3
49.4

49.5

4-335

49.5
cont'd

49.6

49.7

49.8
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4-337
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49.9

49.10

49.11
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49.11
cont'd
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49.

Joseph J. Brecher

49.1

The potential of the California Waste Solutions (CWS) facility to affect new residences
created as part of the Project is not an adverse physical effect that would result from
implementation of the Project. Rather, the presence of air pollutants and odors around the
CWS facility is an existing condition and one that affects the surroundings, regardless of
whether the Project is approved.
Placement of a new residential land use into an industrial area is a land use policy choice
that must be made by the City Planning Commission and Council. In reviewing the
Project, the City will consider the extent to which placing homes next to a recycling center
is a land use compatibility issue. The Land Use section of the Draft EIR, pages 3.2-5
through 3.2-6, provides a discussion of compatibility between residential and industrial
uses. These pages of the Draft EIR note that future Project Area residents may experience
odor nuisances from the CWS facility. However, the City’s adopted significance
thresholds do not address existing odor sources and their effect on new receptors. Instead,
the thresholds ask explicitly whether a proposed project would create new objectionable
odors. The Project would consist of mixed-use residential and commercial development,
and is not expected to create any new significant odor sources. Also, see Response 49A.7
regarding current regulations concerning toxics from stationary sources and evaluation of
odor impacts.

49.2

The Draft EIR noise analysis recognizes that there is noise generated by the existing CWS
facility. Page 3.5-4, paragraph 1 specifically identifies the operational activities at the
CWS facility as a noise source. In further recognition of this, ambient noise levels were
monitored at the intersection of Pine and 11th Streets, directly adjacent to the CWS facility.
Monitored Leq at this location was 59.9 dBA. While hourly fluctuations in noise levels are
expected throughout the day, this measurement represents a quantified ambient noise level,
and it can be assumed that ambient noise levels (which include noise from the CWS
facility) are close to this most of the time.
The commentor correctly states that nighttime noise can be more of a nuisance than similar
noise levels occurring during the day. The City of Oakland’s noise guidelines for land
uses, shown in the Draft EIR Table 3.5-5, account for this sensitivity by setting maximum
acceptable community noise levels in terms of Ldn or CNEL. Ldn is defined on page 3.5-2
of the Draft EIR, where it is explained that this unit of measurement is a 24-hour standard,
and that it applies a 10 dBA penalty for noise generated between the hours of 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m.
The commentor states that the Draft EIR does not account for the fact that the CWS facility
can operate until 1:00 a.m. and that once these nighttime activities are taken into account,
the area would not be considered acceptable for residential development by the City's
General Plan. The West Oakland Redevelopment Plan EIR (SCH #2002072065) states on
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page 7-4 that a correlation can be made between the Leq and CNEL sound levels. CNEL
can be expected to be approximately 5 dBA higher than a measured daytime Leq where
freeways or port activities influence the noise environment, a condition that would describe
the Project Area. In a neighborhood where there is less nighttime activity, the CNEL
would be 2 to 3 dBA higher than a measured daytime Leq. Based on this relationship,
ambient noise levels at new residences closest to the CWS facility would be nearly 65 dBA,
which is well within the “conditionally acceptable” ambient noise environment considered
acceptable for residential uses by the City's General Plan.
The court case cited by the commentor (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay) refers to an EIR
that was judged to be inadequate because it did not fully evaluate impacts generated by the
project. The project involved changes in operations at the Oakland Airport, which would
create new noise impacts for sensitive receptors. The Wood Street Project would not
create any new noise from stationary or mobile sources that would exceed the
“conditionally acceptable” limits in the City’s General Plan.
49.3

Please see Response 49.1 regarding odor impacts of the CWS facility to residents of the
proposed Project. Please see “Safety Impacts” in Master Response 2 for a discussion of
truck traffic and safety in the Project Area.

49.4

As discussed in the air quality section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.6), although the Project
has the potential to generate significant amounts of PM10 (particulate matter 10 microns or
less in diameter) during construction, the Project would not generate significant amounts of
criteria pollutants or odors after completion of construction activities. Regarding the
potential of the existing industrial uses and roadways to affect new residences created as
part of the Project, this concern is not an adverse physical effect that would result from
implementation of the Project. Rather, the presence of air pollutants and odors around the
industrial uses and roadways is an existing condition and one that affects the surroundings,
regardless of whether the Project is approved.
Placement of a new residential land use into an industrial area is a land use policy choice
that must be made by the City Planning Commission and Council.

49.5

Access to the CWS facility along 10th and 11th Streets would not be curtailed. In December
2004, the City of Oakland Planning Commission approved the removal of the concrete
barriers that prohibited access from CWS to the I-880 frontage road via 10th Street. As a
result, CWS truck traffic will now take place on the frontage road and not through the
neighborhood to the east. The Project would provide access from the I-880 frontage road
to Development Area One at 10th Street but would not affect the remaining portion of
10th Street.
The Project would affect only the north side of 11th Street where bulb outs and landscaping
would be provided to screen the Project from the CWS facility. No changes would be
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made to the travel way along 11th Street, and access to the CWS facility would not be
affected.
The effect of CWS truck traffic on the Project would not be a significant impact of the
Project, especially in light of the access to CWS now provided from the I-880 frontage
road and 10th Street. The Project is consistent with the City of Oakland’s plan to transition
the land use in the area toward mixed use with an emphasis on residential land use.
49.6

The CWS security lights are a part of the existing condition of the Project Area rather than
“a new source of substantial light or glare” as defined in the City’s adopted significance
criteria and in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Under CEQA, the Draft EIR must
address environmental impacts generated by the Project. Pages 3.3-38 through 3.3-40 of
the Draft EIR provide a detailed analysis of potential light and glare impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the Project. A mitigation measure regarding light
spillage from the Project is provided on page 3.3-38 of the Draft EIR, but only applies to
development within the Project Area. Future residents of the Project Area may very well
be disturbed by security lighting at the CWS facility, but they will move into the Project
housing knowing that such lighting exists. Furthermore, the Project Sponsors intend to
provide prospective residents with disclosure notices informing them of the proximity of
the recycling operations and activities. Given that the CWS operations are independent of
the Project, an impact analysis of the CWS security lighting on the surrounding residences
is not appropriate in this Draft EIR.

49.7

Please refer to Responses 7.1 and 24.21, regarding the Remedial Action Plan and previous
environmental investigations. All nine development areas have been sufficiently assessed
and cleanup standards have been accepted by RWQCB, the State lead environmental
agency overseeing the investigation and remediation of the Project Area. A Remedial
Action Plan that details how cleanup goals would be achieved would be submitted to
RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface and subsurface soil during site
grading, excavation, and construction of building foundations, utility trenches and
roadwork activities.

49.8

The Draft EIR recognizes that the CWS recycling facility generates odors, noise, and land
use impacts. The Draft EIR also points out that these impacts result from existing
conditions and are not attributable to the Project. The CWS consultants have raised a
number of issues that reinforce the nature of CWS operations and activities. The
disagreement between the commentor and the City involves the issue of whether the
impacts created by CWS should be regarded as impacts to the future residents. The
commentor believes being exposed to these impacts is significant; whereas, the City
believes that although exposure to such impacts are a concern and should be addressed as a
land use policy issue, they are not the result of implementation of the Project. The court
cases cited by the commentor do not address this type of disagreement. Rather, they
address how to treat disagreement among experts when a lead agency must decide whether
to prepare an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration or prepare an EIR. The courts
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have ruled that if a fair argument can be made that a potentially significant impact may
occur, an EIR should be prepared (emphasis added). Accordingly, these cases are not
directly relevant on this point.
49.9

The commentor is correct in pointing out that Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines,
which defines “mitigation,” does not include compliance with existing regulations within
its definition. However, because compliance with state and local regulations regarding
noise exposure would avoid potentially significant impacts that would otherwise occur,
respective mitigation measures would not be required. Accordingly, Impact NO-2 on page
3.5-18 of the Draft EIR concludes that noise impacts would be less than significant because
the Project would need to adhere to Title 24. Since impacts would be less than significant,
there is no need for mitigation measures. The Draft EIR does not label compliance with
Title 24 as a mitigation measure, because it is a State law requirement.

49.10

Based on the preceding responses (Responses 49A.5 through 49A.9), the City does not
concur with the statement that the Project would “result in a fundamental conflict between
adjacent or nearby land uses.” Impact LU-2 addresses this criterion and concludes that
the Project’s impacts are less than significant. Furthermore, the Project would not result
in a significant effect as a result of a fundamental conflict with an applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation. This issue is considered as part of Impacts LU-3 and LU-4. As
described on page 3.2-25 of the Draft EIR, the Project incorporates design measures and
development regulations that would have the effect of reducing or avoiding impacts that
might otherwise occur in the absence of these measures and regulations. Finally, it is
noted that inconsistency with a General Plan policy in and of itself does not necessarily
mean a significant impact under CEQA. As cited on page 3.2-23 of the Draft EIR, the
thresholds that determine significance (operative words emphasized here) include:
“…Fundamentally conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation …
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and actually
resulting in a physical change in the environment.”

49.11

The determination of the Reduced Project Alternative’s feasibility lies with the City
Council. The Draft EIR on pages 5-27 through 5-28 identifies potential environmental
benefits as well as hurdles to this alternative’s economic feasibility.
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49A.

Douglas G. Wolf and Lucas W. Paz, LFR Levine Fricke

49A.1

The commentor makes nine general comments concerning the adequacy of the EIR as it
relates to identifying impacts due the Project Area’s proximity to the California Waste
Solutions (CWS) recycling center and to conformance with applicable plans and policies.
Detailed responses to these comments are provided in Responses 49A.2 through 49A.20;
however, short responses are presented here.
1. The City acknowledges that the Project would be located adjacent to the existing CWS
facility. Pages 3.2-2 through 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR mention the recycling center, and
the text on page 3.2-6 specifically cites the facility as an example of an existing
industrial operation that could disturb future residents of the Project Area.
2. Regarding the potential of the CWS facility to affect new residences created as part of
the Project, this concern is not an adverse physical effect that would result from
implementation of the Project. Rather, the presence of air pollutants, noise, and odors
around the CWS facility is an existing condition and one that affects the surroundings,
regardless of whether or not the Project is approved. Placement of a new residential
land use into an area that is not conducive to housing is a land use policy choice that
must be made by the City Planning Commission and Council.
3. Potential land use conflicts associated with the Project are identified in Impact LU-2
and include increased traffic volumes, higher levels of activity, increased noise, light
and glare, visual incompatibility and loss of views. Potential remedies for these
concerns are itemized on page 3.2-25 and are abstracted from the proposed Wood
Street Zoning Regulations, which are presented in their entirety in Appendix H.
4. While the Project Area is currently zoned for industrial uses, the Project proposes to
rezone the Project Area. The proposed rezoning is described on page 2-5 of the
Draft EIR. Details of the existing General Plan land use designations and the zoning
districts for the Project Area are presented beginning on page 3.2-6.
5. There are no detailed plans yet available to evaluate the adequacy or need for an open
space or other type of buffer between proposed housing and existing industrial
facilities. As noted in Response 49A.1.2 above, CEQA is concerned with the physical
impacts caused by a project. The Project’s activities and operations would not create a
land use impact. The Project would be located near facilities that can disturb future
residents; however, these are existing conditions created by those industrial activities.
Landscaping, building orientation, and access could all be used to minimize the
nuisances created by these existing conditions, and would be evaluated by the City as
Preliminary and Final Development Plans are provided to the City for review.
Furthermore, the Project Sponsors intend to forewarn future residents of the potential
disturbances associated with existing nearby industrial businesses.
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6. Based on the significance threshold for land use compatibility and for conformity with
existing plans and policies (see page 3.2-23), the Project would not result in a
significant impact due to conflicts with surrounding land uses or due to inconsistencies
with the City’s Land Use and Transportation Element.
7. Please see Response 49A.1.5 above and Responses 49A.5 through 49A.10 explaining
why specific mitigation measures addressing land use conflicts for Development Areas
One and Two are unnecessary.
8. The project description on pages 2-4 and 2-5 explains that the Project is not consistent
with the OARB Area Redevelopment Plan. The land use approvals required in order
for the Project to proceed (see page 2-33) include an amendment to the OARB Area
Redevelopment Plan.
9. Please see Responses 49A.1.2 and 49A.1.3, above.
49A.2

Comments made during a public scoping meeting cover a range of topics, including the
need to examine a particular issue, the merits of the project, the public noticing process,
and other items of concern to a community. Not all of these comments are appropriately
addressed in a CEQA document. The issues summarized on page S-18 and cited by the
commentor are policy questions to be discussed by the City Planning Commission and City
Council. The EIR provides one perspective and one dimension: the physical environmental
changes that may result from a project. Other perspectives might include community
sentiment and fiscal considerations. The EIR does not analyze the appropriateness of the
scale and density of the future residential development. Rather, the EIR addresses whether
the proposed scale and density results in land use or visual compatibility impacts with
nearby uses, or whether the traffic from the development exceeds the capacity of the local
transportation network.

49A.3

The commentor is concurring with the EIR text on page S-19 that identifies issues that must
still be resolved by the City. Among the issues before the City is whether the City’s
General Plan should be amended to allow the Project instead of the currently designated
business mix, which permits uses that are less sensitive to the activities and operations of
the California Waste Solutions recycling center.

49A.4

Please refer to Response 49.5, regarding the effect of the Project on truck access to the
CWS facility.

49A.5

Page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR (Impact LU-2) discloses that the Project could potentially
result in land use compatibility issues due to increased noise, light and glare, traffic, and
visual encroachment/loss of views. However, implementation of the proposed Wood Street
Zoning Regulations would reduce land use compatibility impacts to a less than significant
level. Specifically, the Wood Street Zoning Regulations contain a number of development
standards and design guidelines that would reduce land use impacts, such as restriction of
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building heights to 40 feet, 10-foot building setbacks on Wood Street, and prohibition of
ground floor parking garages.
Furthermore, as discussed on page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Project
would help alleviate existing land use conflicts in the area by reinforcing pedestrianoriented, mixed-use development in the Project Area and by limiting the expansion of any
new industrial operations and transportation-related uses in the Project Area. The Project
would result in the reduction of nearby truck traffic and would serve to buffer the existing
adjacent homes from current high levels of noise from I-880 and the frontage road.
Therefore, with implementation of the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations and by
reinforcing pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use development over new industrial operations, the
potential land use conflicts with adjacent or nearby uses would be less than significant.
The Project would not result in land uses changes that cause the existing CWS recycling
facility to suffer substantial changes in its operations or the use of its property. The Project
would not introduce physical changes in the setting, such as access to the recycling facility,
that harm or substantially alter the manner in which CWS conducts its business. Further
details regarding the less-than-significant effects of the Project on CWS are presented in
Response 49A.6.
49A.6

The examples of land use incompatibilities are abstracted from the Land Use and
Transportation Element EIR.
These examples do not indicate what triggers the
incompatibility and thus what causes impacts. The Project would not expose surrounding
development to noise and air pollution associated with industrial activities, because the
Project does not propose industrial uses. The Project would not create odor and noise
nuisances from businesses near residential development, because the Project-related
commercial and retail uses are primarily local-serving uses that are not typically associated
with odors or substantial noise. The Project would introduce new residents that would be
exposed to noise, dust, odor, visual quality, and traffic from the CWS facilities; thus, the
Project would present a potential land use concern, as noted on page 3.2-6 of the
Draft EIR.

49A.7

The Draft EIR does not suggest that future residents of the Project would not be affected by
noise, traffic activity, emissions, or odors from operations at the CWS facility. The
specific citation from the Draft EIR at the beginning of this comment explicitly says that
future residents could be disturbed by such activities. Furthermore, the Draft EIR does not
say that prevailing winds would offset potential odor. The EIR explains that the prevailing
winds blow away from the Project Area and, during these times, Project Area residents are
not as likely to be exposed to odors. However, during other times, when the winds are
blowing towards the Project Area, then future residents would be exposed.
In recognition of these odors, noises, and emissions generated by the CWS facility, the
Project Sponsors intend to provide future residents of the Project with special disclosure
notices informing them of these nuisances.
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The commentor suggests that the Project could affect wind patterns, which in turn may
worsen odor dispersion. There is no evidence offered to substantiate this concern. In fact,
Impact VQ-9 on page 3.3-52 of the Draft EIR presents information that demonstrates that
the Project would not have adverse wind effects and would not likely change wind
directions or speeds at ground level.
More specifically, with regards to air pollutants generated by the facility, page 3.2-6 of the
Draft EIR does state that the facility generates emissions of air pollutants that could disrupt
or interfere with proposed residential uses in Development Areas One and Two. However,
since the CWS facility is a stationary source, it is regulated by federal, state, and local
agencies. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) implements the
provisions of AB 2588, the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act. This
regulation requires stationary sources to report the substances that they release into the air,
and to reduce any risks caused by their facility to less-than-significant levels. Because the
CWS facility would be required to comply with the AB 2588, there would be no significant
impacts to new residents as a result of facility-generated air emissions.
A review of the BAAQMD’s 2002 Toxic Air Contaminant Control Program Annual
Report, Appendix B (Emissions Inventory), showed that the CWS facility was not listed in
the report’s emission inventory for toxics. The report states that facilities whose emissions
are below the thresholds established for each toxic air contaminant (TAC) are not listed in
the inventory. Consequently, by its absence from the inventory, the BAAQMD has
determined that TAC emissions from the CWS facility do not trigger the TAC risk
threshold of one-in-one-million excess cancer cases. The report further states that this
threshold reflects the emission level that is estimated to result in a de minimus level of
health risk based on a set of very conservative risk assessment assumptions.
With regards to odor impacts, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines include a footnote stating
that a 1995 decision (Baird v. County of Contra Costa, 32 Cal. App.4th 1464) by a
California appellate court held that an analysis of the effects of the preexisting environment
on residents of a proposed project were beyond the scope of CEQA. The BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines further state that they do not recommend that this case be relied upon
when analyzing odors, and include a methodology for assessing odor impacts. Thus, it is
important to acknowledge that the District’s guidelines concerning the evaluation of odor
are not consistent with case law.
Paragraph 2 of page 17 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines states, “If the proposed project
would result in an odor source and receptors being located closer than the screening level
distances indicated in Table 4, a more detailed analysis, as described in Chapter 3, should
be conducted.” Table 4 does not list a screening distance specifically for a recycling
facility, but for all but one of the listed operations, a screening distance of one mile is used.
If one mile is used as a screening distance for this project, the detailed analysis should be
performed, since the new project-related residential uses would be in proximity to the CWS
facility.
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Section 3.5 – Evaluating Odor Impacts, of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (page 49,
paragraph 3) states, “For projects triggering the screening level distances in Table 4, the
District’s Enforcement Division should be contacted for information regarding odor
complaints. For projects involving a new receptor being located near an existing odor
source(s), the District’s inventory of odor complaints for the nearest odor emitting
facility(ies) should be reviewed for the previous three years.” Paragraph 4 of page 49
states, “For projects involving new receptors locating near an existing odor source where
there is currently no nearby development, and for new odor sources locating near existing
receptors, the analysis should be based on a review of odor complaints for similar
facilities.”
As described in Section 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, there is existing
residential development near the CWS facility, to the east and the south of the Project
Area. This development is well within the one-mile screening level distance found in Table
4 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Consequently, according to the Guidelines, if odors
from the CWS facility were great enough to produce impacts, it should be experienced by
this existing residential development. Moreover, this existing development would have a
greater likelihood of experiencing any odor impacts because it is located east of the CWS
facility; whereas, the new Project residences would be located to the northeast of the
facility. The wind rose data on page D-4 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines shows that
wind in the Oakland area blows toward the east a greater percentage of the time than it
blows to the northeast.
Even though the District’s Guidelines regarding odors are contrary to case law, EIP
contacted the BAAQMD to ascertain whether there were any odor complaints concerning
the CWS facility over the years 2000 to 2003, in accordance with the District’s
methodology. The BAAQMD did not have any odor complaints on file concerning the
CWS facility. Paragraph 3 of page 17 of the Guidelines states that “For a project locating
near an existing source of odors, the project should be identified as having a significant
odor impact if it is proposed for a site that is closer to an existing odor source than any
location where there has been (a) more than one confirmed complaint per year averaged
over a three year period, or (b) three unconfirmed complaints per year averaged over a
three year period.”
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines has a specific methodology for evaluating potential odor
impacts. This methodology, as described above, was followed, and the threshold of
significance was not found to be exceeded. Consequently, the Draft EIR’s less-thansignificant finding is accurate.
49A.8

The commentor requests that adequate buffers be included between proposed residential
uses and the CWS facility, based on provisions of the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan.
As shown in Figure 3.2-3 and described on pages 3.2-21 and 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR, the
Project Area does not lie within the West Oakland Redevelopment Plan area, and therefore,
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the plan has no bearing on the Project. The Project Area lies within the adjacent Oakland
Army Base Area Redevelopment Plan area.
49A.9

As discussed in Responses 49A.5, 49A.6, and 49A.7, future Project residents could be
adversely affected by existing CSW operations. Noise abatement measures pursuant to
Title 24 would serve to reduce potential noise disturbance; proposed street plantings along
11th and Pine Streets would help obscure CWS lighting; and special disclosure notices
would be issued to future residents informing them of the activities at the recycling facility.
Given these measures, the Project would insulate and buffer future residents from the
effects of the CWS operations, as recommended by Policy I/C4.1 of the General Plan’s
LUTE Element.
The intent of Policy N5.2 is to protect existing residential areas from incompatible uses
through establishment of performance-based regulations, among other tools. The existing
residential areas in West Oakland are less intensely developed than planned for the Project
Area. Potential impacts of the Project on these lower density areas are discussed in Impact
LU-2, beginning on page 3.2-24.

49A.10

The commentor cites two of the significance criteria from Section 3.2, Land Use, Plans,
and Policies and states that the Project would result in significant impacts on both accounts.
The first criterion, concerning land use conflicts between adjacent or nearby uses, is
addressed by Impact LU-2, beginning on page 3.2-24. The discussion under Impact LU-2
explains how various provisions of the Wood Street Zoning Regulations would reduce
potential land use conflicts to less than significant.
Regarding the second criterion, it should be noted that the commentor has not cited the
threshold completely. The full criterion is presented here to understand an important
distinction of CEQA analysis (emphasis added): Fundamentally conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
Project … adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and
actually resulting in a physical change in the environment. This distinction is important
because conflicting with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation does not necessarily
constitute a significant impact. A significant impact is declared only when the conflict
occurs for a land use plan, policy, or regulation that is adopted to mitigate an
environmental effect, and the conflict results in a physical change in the environment. This
distinction makes clear and reinforces CEQA’s emphasis on adverse changes to the
physical environment. From this perspective, Impact LU-4 determines that the conflicts
with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations would result in less-thansignificant impacts.

49A.11

The cumulative land use compatibility analysis is presented in Impact LU-6 beginning on
page 3.2-32. The commentor states that the conclusion (less-than-significant cumulative
impacts) is not supported by the text. The text explains that the Project would occur within
the context of redevelopment at the former Oakland Army Base, development at the Port,
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transit-oriented development around the West Oakland BART Station, and the West
Oakland Redevelopment Plan. The cumulative effect of these development plans is a
substantial change to the landscape in West Oakland and the former Oakland Army Base.
New residential, commercial, and retail development is expected to revitalize these areas.
Impact LU-6 notes that these uses would be generally consistent with the applicable plans
and policies, although the Project Area would be developed as a residential oriented area
rather than a business area. Policies in the City’s Land Use and Transportation Element,
as well as the Site Development and Design Review Combining Zoning Regulations, are
identified as measures that would serve to reduce potential land use incompatibilities to less
than significant. The commentor has not provided any reasons to explain why this
assessment and the conclusion of less-than-significant cumulative land use compatibility
impacts are unsupported. Impact LU-6 indicates that cumulative land use compatibility
impacts are less than significant because of existing policies. Even if the cumulative effects
were considered significant, the Wood Street Zoning Regulations would reduce potential
compatibility concerns with the adjacent West Oakland community to less than
cumulatively considerable.
The commentor states that failure to apply Policies N5.2, N7.1, and N8.2 to proposed
Development Areas One and Two would result in land use compatibility impacts with the
CWS recycling center. As noted in other responses to Comment Letter #49 and 49A, the
choice to locate residents near the recycling center resides with the City's decision makers.
The role of CEQA is to identify impacts that are caused by a proposed project. In this
case, the Project would not generate significant operational, land use, air quality, or noise
impacts. The Project would not alter the way CWS conducts its business. The location of
the Project next to the CWS business means that future residents may be disturbed or
annoyed by recycling activities and operations. These possibilities are acknowledged in the
Draft EIR on page 3.2-6. It is also clarified in the Draft EIR that this conflict stems from
conditions that already exist in the Project Area. Accordingly, the Project Sponsors intend
to make future residents aware that they will be living next to a recycling center whose
operations could result in truck activity, noise, odors, and other operational impacts.
Responses 49A.5 through 49A.10 explain why specific mitigation measures for
Development Areas One and Two addressing land use conflicts are unnecessary. The
fundamental reason for this determination is that the Project would not create land use
conflicts. It is, however, disclosed that the existing CWS facility could impact future
residents in the Project Area. Thus, the Draft EIR does identify the Project’s potential
impacts as well as land use concerns raised by the existing conditions. The choice to
approve the proposed General Plan amendment to accommodate residential uses will be
discussed in upcoming meetings before the Planning Commission and City Council.
49A.12

Please refer to Response 49.5, regarding the effect of the Project on CWS truck operations.
The Project would not cause unreasonable delays to truck traffic entering and leaving the
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CWS facility. The significance criterion cited by the commentor does not apply to trucks.
The vessels referred to in the significance criterion are considered to be a boat or ship.
49A.13

Buffers or other noise-attenuating design techniques would need to be applied if there were
a potential of the Project to expose receptors to noise levels greater than those considered
“conditionally acceptable” by the City of Oakland. Impact NO-2 on page 3.5-18 of the
Draft EIR shows that noise levels would be within the “conditionally acceptable” range for
new residential development created as part of the Project. Please refer to Response 49.2
for a discussion of why noise from the CWS facility would not create ambient noise levels
exceeding conditionally acceptable levels at new residences.
While page 3.5-3 of the Draft EIR does provide a general discussion of techniques that can
be used to attenuate noise, such as noise buffers or barriers, these mitigation measures are
not feasible for every project. The Wood Street Project is an urban infill project, and so
site specific mitigations such as buffers or barriers are not practicable due to the spatial
constraints that exist. The Project Sponsors will have to comply with Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations, which requires interior noise levels to be no greater than
45 dBA Ldn.

49A.14

As described on page 3.5-6 of the Draft EIR, noise monitoring was conducted at the
intersection of 11th and Pine Streets, adjacent to the CWS facility and the Project Area.
There is no reason to assume that the monitoring conducted at 11th and Pine Streets is not
an accurate reflection of ambient noise produced by the CWS facility and other sources.
Monitoring at this location gives a good description of maximum noise levels that would be
experienced from operation of the CWS facility, because this location approximates where
the nearest residential development would be constructed. Sources such as factories and
plants tend to produce a consistent level of noise during their hours of operation. A
15-minute noise reading is of enough duration to accurately assess noise levels that would
be produced by the CWS facility. Also, even though trucks on their way to and from the
CWS facility may pass new residential development during nighttime hours, there is no
reason to believe that these truck trips would cause annoyance or discomfort to residents.
Residents would be sleeping indoors, and Title 24 standards require that exterior-to-interior
noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA. Please refer to Response 49.2 for a discussion on why
the Oakland community noise exposure levels account for noise generated over a 24-hour
period and account for noise generated during nocturnal sleep hours.

49A.15

Section 17.120.050 of the Oakland Municipal Code shows Maximum Allowable Receiving
Noise Level Standards for residential, commercial, and manufacturing activities. The
Code also states that these noise level standards can be modified, where applicable, by the
adjustments indicated in subsections D, E, or F of Section 17.120.050. Subsection D states
“In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard
in any category above, the stated applicable noise level shall be adjusted so as to equal the
ambient noise level.” Ambient noise levels are made up of all the noise sources affecting a
particular receptor. If the Project is implemented, the noise produced by the CWS facility
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would be part of the ambient background noise that would be experienced at residential
property lines. Consequently, if ambient noise, including that produced by the CWS
facility, is above the noise level standards for residential uses listed in the Code, this noise
level will become the baseline. Thus, normal operations of the CWS facility would not
exceed this ambient noise baseline and would not be in conflict with the provisions of
Section 17.120.050.
49A.16

Please refer to Response 49A.7 regarding hazardous air emissions from the CWS facility
and their potential effect on sensitive receptors. Stationary diesel engines at the facility
would fall under the provisions of AB2588, which requires stationary sources to report the
substances that they release into the air, and to reduce any risks caused by their facility to
less-than-significant levels.
The Project would not result in land uses that would generate significant amounts of
hazardous airborne materials. Emissions from the CWS facility are not part of the Project
and are part of the existing conditions. Also, please refer to Master Response 3, “Diesel
Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter” regarding air quality and public health.
Concerning odors, as stated on page 3.2-6 of the Draft EIR, potential residents would be
provided with a disclosure notice advising them of the potential for odors from the CWS
facility.

49A.17

The commentor does not specify what pollutants were identified as being potentially
harmful during the site visit. Please refer to Response 49A.7 regarding the potential
impact to sensitive receptors from hazardous pollutant concentrations and odors.

49A.18

Please refer to the Land Use section of the Draft EIR, pages 3.2-5 and 3.2-6, for a
discussion on the issue of land use compatibility between the Project and surrounding uses.
Also, please refer to Response 49A.7 for a discussion on the evaluation of air pollutants
and odors on new sensitive receptors introduced into the area.
The Draft EIR’s air quality analysis uses the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to evaluate
potential air quality impacts resulting from the project. Pages 16, 17, and 18 of the
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommend buffers as a mitigation measure to reduce odors
only if a significant odor impact has been identified. As shown in the Draft EIR and
amplified in Response 49A.7, the threshold of significance for odor impacts found in the
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines is not exceeded for this project. Consequently, buffers are
not needed as mitigation measures.
The odors experienced at the CWS facility may indeed resemble those from a transfer
station. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do specify a project screening trigger level of
one mile for this type of use. However, the screening level does not trigger a significant
impact, but only a more detailed evaluation of the potential impact. As discussed in
Response 49A.7, the more detailed analysis recommended by the BAAQMD CEQA
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Guidelines was performed as part of the EIR analysis. The Project impact was found to be
less than significant.
See Response 49A.14 regarding exposure of future residents to noise from the CWS
facility.
49A.19

The commentor suggests that the Project would likely lead to an increase in odor
concentrations. It is not clear from the comment how this conclusion is derived, as
technical data or references to existing literature that support this conclusion are not
provided. Please refer to page 3.3-52 of the Draft EIR in the Visual Quality section for a
discussion on potential wind effects from the Project and the unlikelihood of the Project
having an effect on wind. Also, the wind rose data on page D-4 of the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines shows that the wind at the Project location blows to the east and northeast the
majority of the time, meaning that odors would not be blown from the CWS facility toward
the Project Area.

49A.20

Modeling may be warranted if, after following the evaluation methodology in the
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, it is determined that there is the potential for an odor impact
as a result of the Project. However, the BAAQMD-recommended methodology confirms
the Draft EIR’s finding of a less-than-significant odor impact. Please refer to Response
49A.7 for a discussion of the evaluation of odor impacts.
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50.

Paul English, PhD, MPH

50.1

As noted by the commentor, the Bay Area exceeds the state ozone and PM10 standards.
This condition is reported in the Draft EIR on page 3.6-9. The BAAQMD as the local air
pollution control district has established significance thresholds to determine when
individual projects would result in a significant amount of air emissions and jeopardize
regional efforts to achieve attainment of the state ambient air quality standards. The
Draft EIR follows the methodology established by the BAAQMD to make the
determination that the Project would result in less-than-significant air quality impacts (see
analysis contained within Impact AQ-2, beginning on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR). For a
discussion of the effect of Project emissions on individuals suffering from asthma, please
refer to Master Response 3.
The cumulative impact of the Project is addressed in Impact AQ-6 on page 3.6-20 of the
Draft EIR. As discussed in this impact, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines include a
methodology for addressing the cumulative impacts of ozone and PM10 from a project.
This methodology was followed and is described on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR.
Page 19 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines states:
Any proposed project that would individually have a significant air quality impact
(see Thresholds of Significance for Impacts from Project Operations, above) would
also be considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact.
As shown on pages 3.6-20 through 3.6-22 of the Draft EIR, the Project is generally
consistent with ABAG growth projections (although it would result in more population and
less employment for the City overall) and, therefore, is consistent with the BAAQMD
Clean Air Plan. Consequently, under the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines methodology for
evaluating cumulative impacts, the Project would result in a less-than-significant
cumulative air quality impact. Specifically, the Guidelines say:
For any project that does not individually have a significant operational air quality
impacts, the determination of significant cumulative impact should be based on an
evaluation of the consistency of the project with the local general plan and of the
general plan with the regional air quality plan.
As shown above, the BAAQMD has two criteria for assessing cumulative impacts: 1)
whether a project exceeds BAAQMD thresholds of significance by itself, and 2) whether a
project is consistent with the local general plan.
As shown in Impact AQ-2 on page 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR, operational emissions of ROG,
NOx, and PM10 do not exceed BAAQMD thresholds of significance. Consequently, the
Project has met the first criteria of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to show that it would
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not have a cumulative impact for any criteria pollutant for which the Bay Area is in
nonattainment.
The next criterion for assessing impacts, according to the BAAQMD methodology
referenced above, are to determine whether the project is consistent with the regional air
quality plan. For ozone, the BAAQMD has developed the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan.
This plan identifies a strategy for attaining the ozone standard, accounting for new growth
that will occur in the Bay Area. Growth projections are based on City and County General
Plans. To the extent that new projects require general plan amendments for more intense
uses, this can jeopardize the integrity of the Ozone Attainment Plan by creating more
growth than the Plan accounts for. As discussed in Impact AQ-6, the Project does not
fundamentally conflict with the City’s General Plan, and, therefore, would not alter the
amount of development projected in the Clean Air Plan and the BAAQMD’s 2001 Ozone
Attainment Plan. Consequently, the second criterion in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
for cumulative impacts has been met to show that there would be no cumulative impact as a
result of the Project.
For PM10, the District does not have a plan in place to attain the state standard.
Consequently, only the first of the BAAQMD’s criteria applies – that of the project’s
individual impact. As noted above, the Project would not violate the PM10 threshold of
significance developed by the BAAQMD.
Consequently, for ozone, the Project meets both BAAQMD criteria to show that there
would be no cumulative impact on ozone through the generation of ROG and NOx. For
PM10, the Project meets the one criteria that applies, and so in accordance with BAAQMD
methodology, the Project would not create a PM10 impact that would be cumulatively
significant.
50.2

Some of the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance do represent the incremental increase
below which the NAAQS and CAAQS will not be exceeded. Both the NAAQS and
CAAQS are health-based standards. The EPA’s “Plain English Guide to the Clean Air
Act” states “A few common air pollutants are found all over the Unites States. These
pollutants can injure health, harm the environment and cause property damage. EPA calls
these pollutants criteria air pollutants because the agency has regulated them by first
developing health based criteria (science-based guidelines) as the basis for setting
permissible levels.”
Likewise, CARB literature consistently states “The California Air Resources Board (ARB)
establishes health-based ambient air quality standards to identify outdoor pollutant levels
that are considered safe for the public – including those individuals most sensitive to the
effects of air pollution, such as children and the elderly.”
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As discussed in Response 50.1, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines do contain a
methodology for assessing cumulative impacts. This methodology is provided to analyze
the potential health effects of adding pollutants from the Project to pollutants produced by
other existing and future sources. As shown in Response 50.1, the Project has met the
criteria found in the Guidelines for proving that the Project would not have a significant
cumulative impact.
50.3

The air quality modeling performed to assess the impacts of the Project is not based on air
monitoring data. The air monitoring data are provided to show whether ambient air quality
conditions at the nearest air quality monitoring station complied with or violated ambient
air quality standards. The localized carbon monoxide modeling was performed at
intersections that are expected to experience heavy traffic volumes and congestion,
including West Grand Avenue and the frontage road. These locations represent the
locations where the highest carbon monoxide concentrations, or hotspots, are likely to be
experienced and would signify the greatest impact for public health. In accordance with
the methodology on page 37 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, the CALINE4 model
was used to calculate worst-case carbon monoxide concentrations at the most congested
intersections in and around the Project Area. This analysis appears on page 3.6-15 of the
Draft EIR. The modeling showed that carbon monoxide concentrations would not exceed
the California Ambient Air Quality Standards for carbon monoxide.
Tables 3.6-7 and 3.6-8 in the Draft EIR show the results of the modeling effort, for a
1-hour averaging time and for an 8-hour averaging time, respectively. In both cases, the
Project results in carbon monoxide concentrations below the standards established by the
state and federal government to protect public health and safety. In addition, Section 3.6,
Air Quality, of the Draft EIR provides estimates of future emissions of particulate matter
and precursors to ozone. Table 3.6-6 shows the results of the modeling effort using
URBEMIS 2002. For these pollutants, the emissions are less than the BAAQMD’s
significant threshold of 80 pounds per day.
The commentor points out that the Draft EIR concludes that cumulative traffic impacts on
some roadways would be significant and unavoidable. This finding relates only to traffic
impacts. Although indirectly related, thresholds of significance for air quality are separate
from thresholds of significance for traffic impacts. Consequently, it is possible for traffic
impacts to be significant and unavoidable without a corresponding significant and
unavoidable impact to air quality. As shown in Section 3.6, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR,
thresholds of significance for air quality were not exceeded.
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50.4

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the potential health impacts
resulting from PM increases, however slight. Please refer to Responses 50.1 and 50.3,
regarding air quality impacts from mobile sources. Please also refer to “Construction
Emissions” and “Operational Emissions” in Master Response 3 for discussion on air
quality and public health.
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51.

Margaret Gordon

51.1

For discussion of commentor’s concerns regarding gentrification, please refer to Master
Response 5.

51.2

The commentor recommends the Project include affordable housing and local hiring
practices.
Please
refer
to
“Consideration
of
Alternative
Development
Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1 regarding changes to the Project, including
but not limited to affordable housing inclusion. Regarding local hiring, please refer to
Master Response 5.

51.3

The commentor expresses concern over construction-related diesel emissions on human
health. Please refer to “Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3 regarding
construction-related air quality impacts, and to “PM10 and Asthma” in Master Response 3
regarding the relationship between diesel fuel emissions and asthma.

51.4

Please refer to “Operational Emissions” in Master Response 3 regarding traffic-related air
quality impacts and their potential contribution to asthma.

51.5

Please refer to Responses 7.1 and 24.21, regarding the Remedial Action Plan and previous
environmental investigations. All nine development areas have been sufficiently assessed
and cleanup standards have been accepted by RWQCB, the State lead environmental
agency overseeing the investigation and remediation of the Project Area. A Remedial
Action Plan that details how cleanup goals would be achieved would be submitted to
RWQCB for approval prior to any disturbance of surface and subsurface soil during site
grading, excavation, and construction of building foundations, utility trenches and
roadwork activities.

51.6

The commentor suggests further studies on air quality and public health be considered
before project approval. Please refer to “Diesel Fuel Emissions and Particulate Matter,”
“Construction Emissions,” and “PM10 and Asthma” in Master Response 3 for discussion
on commentor’s suggestions, and Response 24.9 regarding construction-related air quality
impacts and mitigation measures.

51.7

Please refer to “Safety Impacts” and “Circulation Impacts” in Master Response 2,
regarding the effects of the Project on pedestrian and bicyclist safety, especially for young
children coming and going to local schools and Raimondi Park.

51.8

Please refer to “Circulation Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding the dead end streets
and the mitigation measure to address the safety of their operation. It should be noted that
the circulation issues resulting from the proposals along 11th Street, 18th Street, and
20th Street are regarded as a potentially significant impact of the Project. Impact TR-4
beginning on page 3.4-22 of the Draft EIR discusses this hazard and concludes with a
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proposed mitigation (Mitigation Measure TR-4.1 on page 3.4-24) to design appropriate
turnarounds on these streets.
51.9

The commentor requests consideration of traffic impacts on Raimondi Park. Please refer to
“Safety Impacts” in Master Response 2, regarding Project effects on safety around
Raimondi Park.

51.10

The commentor requests a study of construction and traffic impacts on Willow Park be
considered in the EIR and wonders if lead cleanup efforts at the park would be affected by
the Project. Willow Park is a small neighborhood park located just east of Willow Street
between 13th Street and 14th Street. Willow Street and 13th Street were not studied because
the Project would add little or no traffic to these streets. The only measurable traffic
increases adjacent to Willow Park are expected to be along 14th Street. The Project and the
construction efforts would introduce relatively few trips past Willow Park. As a result,
there would be little to no effect on lead remediation efforts or activities there.

51.11

The commentor requests further study of and mitigation for declining school enrollment in
the Project Area. Please see Responses 15.1, 15.3, and 15.5 regarding school enrollment.

51.12

The commentor states that the Project does not comply with the provisions of the West
Oakland Redevelopment Project Area and Implementation Plans. The Project Area is not
within the West Oakland Redevelopment Project Area. Please refer to “Project
Consistency with Applicable Plans” in Master Response 1 regarding the Project’s
consistency with other plans, as well as Appendix A of this document.

51.13

The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing
guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new
substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report.
Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is added.
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses
and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or
amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
Part of the commentor’s rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be re-examined in the context of a socioeconomics report on the Project by the City.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts
under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from
implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The
socioeconomics report contains important information regarding the merits of the Project
and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect
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the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community
interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
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Letter 52

52.1

52.2

4-380

52.

Johnnie McWiley

52.1

Page 2-18 of the Draft EIR explains that the Project proposes to rehabilitate, seismically
stabilize, and renovate the Main Hall and the 16th Street Signal Tower. The Main Hall
would be renovated to incorporate exhibit space that would commemorate the site as the
end of the Trans-continental Railroad and recognize the importance of the Brotherhood of
Sleeping Car Porters. For further discussion on historic preservation of the Train Station,
please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in Master Response 4.

52.2

The commentor requests that affordable housing be included as part of the Project. Please
refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master
Response 1 regarding inclusion of affordable housing in the Project.

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-381

Letter 53

53.1

4-382

53.1
cont'd

53.2

4-383

53.2
cont'd

53.3

53.4

4-384

53.4
cont'd

53.5

4-385

53.5
cont'd

53.6

4-386

53.6
cont'd

53.7

53.8

53.9

4-387

4-388

4-389

4-390

4-391

4-392

4-393

4-394

4-395

53.

Anna Naruta, Historical Archaeologist, Ph.D. Candidate, Anthropology
Department/Archaeological, UC Berkeley

53.1

Please refer to “Archaeological Resources” in Master Response 4 regarding historical and
cultural resource preservation. Information on the Cypress Freeway Replacement Project
was available and reviewed by the EIR authors in preparing the Draft EIR. The mitigation
measure proposed to address the potentially significant archaeological resources is a
practical approach and one that is routinely recommended by professional archaeologists.
This same approach has been recommended and successfully implemented throughout the
Bay Area in areas that have a potential to discover archaeological resources.

53.2

The commentor expresses her interest in an archaeological survey report being conducted
prior to construction. Please refer to “Archaeological Resources” in Master Response 4
regarding archaeological surveys.

53.3

The commentor asserts that there is potential in the Project Area for archaeological remains
and requests that an archaeological investigation be conducted prior to construction. Please
refer to “Archaeological Resources” in Master Response 4 regarding archaeological
surveys.

53.4

The commentor states that the Draft EIR displays a disconnect between its historical
evaluation and list of possible mitigations, the data and analysis recorded by the City of
Oakland’s Cultural Heritage Survey and the analysis published in Appendix D of the Draft
EIR (the Dreyfuss report). The commentor also suggests that the evaluations of historic
resources and cumulative impacts of the Project are inaccurate because they are premised
on incorrect information. Finally, the commentor requests that impacts on the 7th Street
Historic Entertainment District, the Oakland Point Historic District, the Pacific Coast
Cannery, and the Pacific Coast Canning District be evaluated.
The Cultural Heritage Survey staff was consulted in preparation of the cultural resources
analysis. Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional sources that were used to
prepare the Draft EIR analysis of cultural resources and for further discussion of the
Oakland Cultural Heritage Survey.
The City’s Historic Preservation Element contains a list of potential mitigation measures to
reduce the impacts on a Historical Resource or on the property’s character-defining
elements (i.e., those features of design, materials, workmanship, setting, location, and
association that identify a property as a representative of its period and contribute to its
visual distinction or historical significance9). The potential mitigation measures are
outlined in Action 3.8.1 of the City’s Historic Preservation Element, and their applicability

9

Oakland General Plan, Historic Preservation Element, Appendix A, August 1998, page A-3.
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to the Project are summarized in “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in
Master Response 4.
Finally, the Project’s impacts on the 7th Street Historic Entertainment District and the
Oakland Point Historic District are evaluated in Impact CR-4 beginning on page 3.7-26 of
the Draft EIR and discussed further in “Historical Significance of the 16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4.
53.5

The commentor requests more information on why the Pacific Coast Canning Company is
not considered a historic resource in the Draft EIR. For more information about this
determination, please refer to “Pacific Coast Canning Company” in Master Response 4.
The Draft EIR reports on pages 3.7-3 and 3.7-4 that this complex was notable and that the
cannery’s founder, Lew Hing, was an important figure in local ethnic and industrial
history; however, the Oakland Heritage Cultural Survey rated the Pacific Coast Canning
Company buildings a status code of Cb+2+ (of secondary importance). In accordance
with the City’s policy articulated in Policy 3.8 of the Historic Preservation Element,
buildings with this status code are not considered historic resources under CEQA. In any
event, the Project proposes to reuse the Cannery building.

53.6

Please refer to “Mitigation for Impacts to the 16th Street Train Station” in Master Response
4, specifically Mitigation Measure CR-2.6, for discussion of Train Station preservation.
The master response includes an explanation to the commentor’s concern about why
preservation of all of the elevated tracks and the baggage annex are infeasible. The Project
does call for the preservation of the Signal Tower and a portion of the Elevated Tracks.

53.7

The commentor asserts that Bea’s Hotel was an important component of the 16th Street
Train Station Commercial District and that the Project should include mitigations for its
reuse. Please refer to “Bea’s Hotel” in Master Response 4 for discussion of Bea’s Hotel as
a historic resource. The Draft EIR reports on page 3.7-4 that this structure is a
representative architectural example of a Colonial Revival hotel; however, the Oakland
Heritage Cultural Survey rated the building a status code of Dc2+ (of secondary
importance). In accordance with the City’s policy articulated in Policy 3.8 of the Historic
Preservation Element, buildings with this status code are not considered historic resources
under CEQA. The Draft EIR does, however, include a project alternative that considers
the preservation of Bea’s Hotel (see pages 5-7 through 5-8).

53.8

Part of the commentor’s rationale for requesting recirculation of the Draft EIR is so that it
can be re-examined in the context of a socioeconomics report on the Project by the City.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts
under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from
implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The
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socioeconomics report contains important information regarding the merits of the Project
and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not affect
the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community
interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.
53.9

The commentor requests mitigation measures such as full train station preservation, local
hiring, and affordable housing inclusion. The preservation Alternative studied in this EIR
proposes full Train Station preservation. Please refer to “16th Street Train Station” in
Master Response 4 for discussion of Train Station preservation and mitigation measures,
and to Master Response 5 for discussion of local hiring and affordable housing inclusion.

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-398

Letter 54

4-399

54.1

4-400

54.2

54.3

54.4

54.5

54.6

4-401

54.7

54.8

4-402

54.9

54.10

4-403

54.11

54.12

4-404

54.13

54.14

4-405

54.14
cont'd

54.15

4-406

54.16

4-407

54.17

4-408

54.

Richard P. Neveln

54.1

The commentor suggests several alterations and/or additions to the Project Location Map in
the Draft EIR. Figure 2-1 is intended to show the Project Area in the broader context of
West Oakland and the Bay Area. Specific map and locational details around the Project
Area were not intended. For a map that shows the streets in the vicinity of the northern
section of the Project Area, see Figure 3.2-2 on page 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR.

54.2

The commentor expresses concern that the project is not community accessible or friendly.
As discussed on page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the Project would help
reinforce pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use development in the Project Area by limiting the
expansion of any new industrial operations and transportation-related uses. Therefore,
with implementation of the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations, and by substituting
pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use development in place of the currently allowed industrial and
other business operations, the potential access issues with adjacent or nearby uses would be
less than significant.
Also, as discussed in “Circulation Impacts” in Master Response 2, when the I-880 frontage
road was constructed as part of the I-880 freeway project, curb returns were provided at
10th Street and 14th Street for connections to the frontage road. About the same time, the
City of Oakland conducted the West Oakland Transportation and Economic Development
Study (circa 1998) that addressed the question of whether to provide connections between
West Oakland and the I-880 frontage road. Because community residents expressed
concerns over the potential for cut-through traffic (i.e., motorists traversing West Oakland
residential streets to access the frontage road), the City of Oakland decided not to provide
connections between the frontage road and Wood Street. Thus, the circulation layout was
designed to respect the community’s earlier sentiments.

54.3

The commentor states that a legend is needed to understand what each set of slightly
different sized small boxes means in the Illustrative Concept Plan in Figure S-3 on page S-7
of the Draft EIR. The small boxes within the Project Area represent illustrative locations,
orientations, and sizes of buildings. Because of the illustrative nature of the diagram, the
“boxes” outside the Project Area do not represent the extent of development in the vicinity.
Figure 3.2-1 on page 3.2-3 of the Draft EIR provides a more detailed description of the
surrounding development pattern.

54.4

The commentor states that there is no provision for public or visitor parking in the Project
Area. Text beginning on page 2-24 of the Draft EIR identifies the number of parking
spaces proposed for each development area. Table 5.90-1 on page 60 of Appendix H of
the Draft EIR defines the parking standards for each development area. The proposed
Wood Street Zoning Regulations (presented in Appendix H) would establish new standards
for residential and live/work space. For all other uses, parking standards would be based
on the City’s C-51 zoning district.

Wood Street Project Final EIR —Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10817-00 Central Station\C&R\AFEIR3\4 Written Response0203.doc

4-409

54.5

The commentor states that there is no provision for public or paratransit access to the
16th Street Station. The Project Sponsors would consult with AC Transit in the provision
of bus service to the Project Area, and specifically to the 16th Street Train Station. Existing
AC Transit Route 13 already serves the Project Area, although it connects to the Project
Area at 12th and 14th Streets along Wood Street.

54.6

As noted in Response 54.2, the proposed circulation system was designed to address earlier
expressed community concerns about cut-through traffic. In addition, the proposed Wood
Street Overlay Zone would assure that there would be a transition in scale from the existing
neighborhood to the proposed mixed-use development and would promote an active and
pedestrian-scaled street frontage along Wood Street (see page 2-8 and Appendix H of the
Draft EIR). Notably, the building frontage along Wood Street would be occupied to
enliven the street space and to encourage pedestrian use. Also, uses like surface parking
and other facilities, which do not support pedestrian circulation or welcome the community
into the Project Area, would be restricted within the proposed Wood Street Overlay Zone.
The public plaza, proposed for Development Area Nine, would serve as a gathering place
where new residents and existing members of the West Oakland community could enjoy
public and private events. These Project features are intended to avoid a physical
separation between the Project Area and the West Oakland community.

54.7

The City acknowledges that the section’s organization may not have been clearly
understood. However, Table S-2 is referenced on page S-14 and Table S-3 is referenced
later on page S-17, so that the numbering of these tables is correct. As noted by the
commentor, Table S-2 appears after Table S-3, but this placement was done deliberately
because Table S-2 is 46 pages long. Inserting this lengthy table immediately after its
reference on page S-14 would have interrupted the flow of the text.

54.8

Specific measures to reduce traffic are identified in Mitigation Measure TR-10.2 as revised
(please refer to Response 8.2). Also in response to AC Transit staff comments, Mitigation
Measure TR-10.1 has been revised to state the Project Sponsors will distribute materials
concerning the availability of public transit to initial Project residents and to participate in a
residential fee program when the City adopts such a program (please refer to Response
8.3).
No mitigation measure was proposed to fund public transit lines specific to the area because
the Project impacts on AC Transit would be less than significant (please refer to Impact
TR-6 on page 3.4-25 of the Draft EIR). No mitigation measure was proposed to provide
public transit access to the interior of the Project Area, or to any transit hubs, on-site
shelters, or covered walkways to facilitate transit use in bad weather, because these
facilities are not expected to provide sufficient traffic reduction benefits relative to their
cost. Mitigation Measure TR-10.2 would provide shuttle stops along Wood Street that
could double as transit stops if AC Transit chooses to adjust its service to the area. The
shuttle or transit stops along Wood Street would provide service within one-quarter mile of
all business and housing in the Project Area.
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54.9

The last two sentences of the last paragraph on page 3.4-17 were worded ambiguously and
are revised as follows:
All parking related to construction activities would take place on site the parcels
that collectively constitute the Project. Therefore, there would not be constructionrelated parking impacts on adjacent streets and areas outside of the Project Area.
This information was provided by the Project Sponsor and could be required by the City as
a condition of approval.

54.10

The commentor requests that all visual simulations show public amenities such as transit
stops, shelters, and benches. The primary purpose and intent of the visual simulations are
to give the reader a general sense of the height, scale, and massing of the proposed
development. Each of the simulations contains the qualifier that the figures are not
representative of architectural details. Likewise, the simulations do not show other design
features or improvements such as transit stops, shelters, benches, and other amenities. For
most of the development areas, this level of detail does not exist. The best indicator of the
provision of these amenities can be found in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, which contains
the Draft Wood Street Zoning Regulations. Again, the purpose of the figures is to
illustrate the scale of the Project relative to existing development in the Project Area
vicinity.

54.11

Mitigation Measure TR-8.1, Fare Gate Capacity, requires the Project Sponsors to fund
their fair share for adding one or more new fare gates at the West Oakland BART Station,
based on the assessment of fare gate capacity. Mitigation Measure TR-12.1, BART Train
Capacity, requires the Project Sponsors to participate in efforts to ensure that adequate
BART train capacity will be available for riders to and from the Project Area, and to fund
BART train capacity improvements on a fair share basis. Mitigation Measure TR-10.2,
Shuttle Service (with revisions made in Response 8.2), requires the Project Sponsors to
provide a shuttle service.
Mitigation Measure TR-10.1, Transportation Demand
Management (with revisions made in Response 8.3), provides that the Project Sponsors
will distribute materials concerning the availability of public transit to initial Project
residents and to participate in a residential fee program when the City adopts such a
program. These funded mitigation measures will reduce dependence on the single
occupancy vehicle.

54.12

Mitigation Measure TR-10.2 was developed to mitigate Impact TR-10, which would occur
during the peak commute hours. Therefore, the application of shuttle service during the
peak commute hours is specifically targeted to reduce the impact of the Project. The “SU”
significance classification was used to show that Mitigation Measures TR-10.1 and TR-10.2
are not expected to reduce the traffic impact on the Metropolitan Transportation System to
less than significant. Therefore, it is likely that the cumulative impact after mitigation
would remain “significant and unavoidable.”
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54.13

As explained in Response 54.10, the purpose of the simulations is to illustrate the overall
height, scale, and massing of the proposed development relative to the surrounding visual
environment. The details and amenities mentioned by the commentor are important and
will contribute substantially to the pedestrian and visual environment. These details are
covered and more fully addressed in the proposed Wood Street Zoning Regulations, a draft
of which can be found in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.

54.14

The commentor suggests the removal of “...all poles within one block or 1/8 mile of the
Project area.” This proposal would improve the visual setting of this area of West
Oakland; however, there is no impact of the Project that would trigger this proposal as a
Project mitigation. This notwithstanding, the east side of Wood Street lies within the West
Oakland Redevelopment Plan area, and the plan is designed to eliminate blighting
influences through public and civil infrastructure improvements, among other
enhancements.

54.15

The commentor suggests that the Project Sponsor enter into a partnership with the City to
create streetscape and to underground utilities. It is noted that the Project Sponsors already
intend to landscape, provide sidewalks and plantings, and underground utilities in the
Project Area as part of the Project. Other improvements beyond those proposed by the
Project may be considered as part of the OARB Redevelopment Plan or the West Oakland
Redevelopment Plan, both of which were adopted to revitalize redevelopment project areas
and to eliminate blight.

54.16

The commentor addresses the need for additional AC Transit service in the Project Area.
Please refer to Response 54.8, regarding AC Transit service, and to Response 8.2,
regarding revisions to Mitigation Measure TR-10.2.

54.17

The City will consult with AC Transit on how transit stops may be placed along Wood
Street to best serve the Project Area (please refer to Response 8.2). The comments on
transit routing will be forwarded to AC Transit for their consideration.
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Letter 55

55.1

55.2

4-413

55.

Tracey R. Parks

55.1

The commentor raises the question of Project benefits and the tradeoff of 3,500 new
residents versus jobs in the Project Area. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the EIR nor the CEQA process. Discussions of the Project merits will occur during the
upcoming City Planning Commission and City Council hearings.

55.2

The commentor expresses concern over the effects of construction-related traffic on child
asthma rates. For discussion on air quality construction impacts and asthma, please refer to
“Construction Emissions” in Master Response 3.
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Letter 56

4-415

56.1

4-416

4-417

4-418

56.2

4-419

56.2
cont'd

4-420

56.

Steven C. Pitts, Ph.D., Economist/Labor Specialist, UC Berkeley Center for
Labor Research and Education

56.1

The commentor requests analysis of the jobs-to-housing ratio and the drafting of a social
and economic impact report prior to completion of the Final EIR. As explained in the
Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed housing, the types of
jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect displacement due to rising
property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity are important and should be
acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts under CEQA. The EIR
must focus on physical environmental changes that result from implementation of a
proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR. The socioeconomics report
identified by the commentor contains important information regarding the merits of the
Project and the socioeconomic implications of the Project, but this information should not
affect the EIR nor result in a delay in the CEQA process. However, given the community
interest in this study, it has been included as Appendix C to this Final EIR.

56.2

The commentor suggests that mitigations are necessary to address the negative impacts of
the Project on the West Oakland community. Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative
and Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1 for a discussion of
affordable housing inclusion, and to Master Response 5 for discussion of local hire
provisions.
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Letter 57

57.1

57.2

57.3

57.4

4-422

57.5

4-423

57.

Members of St. Mary’s Center Hope and Justice Team, St. Mary’s Center

57.1

The commentor requests consideration of affordable housing in the Project, given the
impacts on jobs/housing balance, air quality, and transportation impacts. Please refer to
Master Response 5 for discussion of affordable housing and jobs-to-housing balance. See
Master response 3 for discussion on air quality, and Master Response 2 for transportation
issues. Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components”
in Master Response 1 regarding changes to the Project, including but not limited to
affordable housing inclusion.

57.2

The commentor requests that the total affordable units in the Project equal at least
25 percent of the total units built. Please refer to “Consideration of Alternative
Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1 regarding changes to the
Project, including but not limited to affordable housing inclusion.

57.3

The commentor requests local hiring for the project. This topic is discussed in
“Consideration of Alternative Development Proposals/Components” in Master Response 1
as well as Master Response 5.

57.4

The commentor requests that the train station be preserved in its entirety. For discussion
on preservation of the train station, please refer to “Project Impacts to the 16th Street Train
Station” in Master Response 4. Please also see the discussion of the Preservation
Alternative in the Draft EIR.

57.5

The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the City’s implementing
guidelines. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR do not reveal any new
substantive material that would warrant a major revision and recirculation of the report.
Specifically, an EIR should be recirculated when significant new information is added.
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Since the responses
and text changes provided here for the Wood Street Project Draft EIR serve to clarify or
amplify the analyses, the Draft EIR is considered adequate and will not be recirculated.
As explained in the Master Response 5, issues regarding the affordability of the proposed
housing, the types of jobs to be created by the Project, and the potential for indirect
displacement due to rising property values and housing costs in the Project Area vicinity
are important and should be acknowledged, but would not be considered significant impacts
under CEQA. The EIR must focus on physical environmental changes that result from
implementation of a proposed project, as explained on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR.
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